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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, MARCH 8, 1962

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Micah 6: 8: He hath showed thee, O
man, what is good, and what doth the
Lord, thy God, require of thee, but to
do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk
humbly with thy God?

Eternal and ever-gracious' God, we
have entered upon this Lenten season,
earnestly beseeching Thee that every
thought of our mind may be brought
into captivity to the mind of Christ.

Grant that in this time of self-denial
and self-examination we may resolve to
surrender ourselves more completely to
Thy divine will and serve humanity
more eagerly.

We penitently confess that we often
are disobedient to what Thou dost re-
quire of us and that there is still so much
selfishness in our hearts, for we live and
labor as if our own success and security
are the blessings and achievements of
supreme worth and enduring value.

Help us to hasten the dawning of that
glorious day of prediction when every
knee shall bow before Thee and every
tongue confess that the Christ is the
Lord to the glory of God.

Hear us in His name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, one
of his secretaries.

THE GRIFFIN AMENDMENT TO THE
EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION BILL
WILL PREVENT MUCH REAL HELP
TO EDUCATIONAL TV STATIONS
AND SHOULD BE DEFEATED IN
CONFERENCE

Mr, STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday when the educational television
bill—H.R. 132—was adopted, we had an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. GriFFIN]. At the
time the gentleman from Michigan said
that his amendment would not eliminate
from the provisions of the bill any or-
ganization which was presently operat-
ing an educational television station.

Mr. Speaker, I have studied the mat-
ter carefully since yesterday, and have
checked its direct effect in my own com-
munity of Schenectady where we have
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one of the real pioneers in educational
television, the Mohawk Hudson Council
on Educational Television. Under the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan, no agency may get any
assistance from the Federal Government
unless it is composed exclusively of bona
fide educational institutions. This great
council which has been a pioneer in edu-
cational television in upstate New York
is composed of 125 agencies, most of
them bona fide schools. But also in-
cluded in this council are such civie or-
ganizations as the American Association
of University Women, the local chapter
of the American Cancer Institute, and
the Capital District Association for Nose
and Throat Health,

Thus under the provisions of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan, the Mohawk Hudson
Council would not qualify for help. I
know a similar situation prevails in al-
most every other educational television
council in New York State.

What a mockery, Mr. Speaker, to pass
a bill designed to help educational tele-
vision agencies and then exclude from
its provisions those very agencies which
are most genuinely interested in pro-
moting it, and which have worked hard-
est for it. Therefore I urge the House
and Senate conferees to strike from the
bill this unfortunate amendment, which
can do so much harm to New York State,
especially at a time when the State ad-
ministration itself is cutting back on its
own support for educational television
and when Federal help is thus even more
essential.

REPORT OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION FOR FISCAL YEAR
ENDED JUNE 30, 1961 —MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with the provisions of
section 13, Public Law 806, 80th Con-
gress, I transmit herewith for the infor-
mation of the Congress the report of the
Commodity Credit Corporation for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1961.
JorN F. KENNEDY.
THE WHI1TE Hovusg;, March 8, 1962.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr., PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered,

The Clerk called the roll and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 81]
Addonizlo Barry Colmer
Andrews Bennett, Mich. Cooley
Avery Chelf Dent
Bailey Coad Garland
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Glenn McIntire Sheppard

Gray Meader Smith, Miss.
Harrison, Va. Moeller Steed
Hoffman, Mich, Powell Ullman
Holifleld Rains Whitten
Hosmer Rousselot Wright
Kornegay Selden Younger

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Ar-
BERT). On this rollcall, 400 Members
have answered to their names, a quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
giglngs under the call were dispensed

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until mid-
night tonight to file certain privileged
reports.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Without

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the genileman from South Carolina
[Mr. McMiLLan], I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on the District
of Columbia may have until midnight
Saturday to file a report on H.R. 8916.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

INCREASING THE MEMBERSHIP OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES AND REDISTRICTING CON-
GRESSIONAL DISTRICTS

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
the resolution—House Resolution 557—
providing for the consideration of H.R.
10264, a bill to provide that the House
of Representatives shall be composed of
438 Members beginning with the 88th
Congress, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

i The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
ows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
10264) to provide that the House of Rep-
resentatives shall be composed of four hun-
dred and thirty-eight Members beginning
with the Eighty-eighth Congress. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the Hous: with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may use, and at the
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conclusion of my remarks I yield one-
half hour to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. St. GEORGE].

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides
for an open rule providing 1 hour of
general debate and amendment of the
bill under the 5-minute rule. I know
the Members are all aware of the nature
of this legislation and what it means to
many Members of Congress. As I stand
here I know that I am personally af-
fected as a Member from the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, because under
the new apportionment resulting from
the 1960 census we were cut from 14
Members of Congress to 12. I am also
aware, as I know you are, that we are af-
fected because of the fact that we have
one party in control of the legislature
with a Governor of the opposite party.
You may ask: Why do you not go back
to your State and clean up your own
problem? We are not asking on the
basis of the fact that you have an oppor-
tunity to lLielp some of your fellow Con-
gressmen; vou are always helping your
constituents or asking Members of Con-
gress to help you along with legislation.
Now you have an opportunity to help a
group of Members who are here and need
your assistance.

We are asking for this bill purely on
the history of such legislation in this
Congress.

In the year 1840 there were 31 States
in the Union and there were 232 Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives,
and the membership was increased in
1850 to 237. In the next decade new
States came into the Union and the mem-
bership was increased in 1860 to 243.

In 1870 there were 38 States in the
Union. The membership was increased
to 293.

By 1880 the membership of Congress
was increased to 332, due to the admit-
‘tance of several States.

In 1890 the membership was increased
to 357, due to the admittance of several
more States having come into the Union.

In 1900 the number was increased to
391, here again was the admittance of
new States.

In 1910 there were 48 States which had
been admitted into the Union, the mem-
bership was increased to 435.

So for 120 years it has always been
the custom of this Congress when new
States were admitted to statehood to in-
crease the membership of the House of
Representatives. ;

There are those who say it is un-
wieldy. Let me ask, is it unwieldy to
have more Members of Congress because
for the past 2 years we have had seated
in this House 437 Congressmen, includ-
ing 1 from Hawaii and 1 from Alas-
ka. Under the 1960 census Hawaii will
be entitled to two Congressmen.

When this Ilegislation was passed
through the years, it was never the in-
tent of the fathers who sat in the Con-
gress in those days to deny the right of
the seating Congressmen. They always
made the recommendation and they al-
ways increased the number.

Referring to the Senate of the United
States, that body automatically by the
Constitution has increased its member-
ship four Senators. There are Members
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who say that they do not think the num-
ber should be increased beyond 438. For
60 of the 170 years of this august body
there was an even number of Members
in the Congress, and I never heard in
that history of anything ever happening
differently.

I believe that this is a good bill. The
purpose of the bill is stated in the report,
as follows:

The purpose of the bill is to prevent the
recent admission to the Union of the States
of Alaska and Hawail from having the effect
of reducing the number of Representatives
in Congress shared by the original 48 States
below the number to which those States have
been entitled over the past half century.

I have explained to you the situation
as it exists in Massachusetts. Under
this bill there are three States that would
benefit. Massachusetts would lose one
seat instead of two. Pennsylvania would
gain one seat, Missouri would gain one
seat.

I feel sorry for those two States that
are just over the line that are losing
seats.

When our late beloved and dear Speak-
er, Sam Rayburn, became sick, he had
intended and he told the Members of
Congress he was going to increase the
membership by three or increase it by
four, and he wanted the level to stop
there.

I have spoken to Members and I have
asked them on a personal basis to go
along with this legislation. One fellow
asked, “What does it do for my State?”
Actually it does nothing for his State,
and I feel sorry that it does nothing for
his State, but in his State he would have
to increase the number by 25 Members
in order to help. Now, because nothing
is going to be done for his State, is he
going to disregard the pattern that the
Congress has followed throughout all the
years? Because he cannot get an in-
crease himself, is he going to sacrifice
the other Congressmen from these three
States.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the rule will be
adopted, and trust the bill will pass.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this legis-
Iation has been very ably explained.
The rule that comes to us today is an
open rule, which I think is extremely
advisable, and provides 1 hour general
debate.

Mr. Speaker, what has been said about
the admission of Alaska and Hawali is
indisputable, it is absolutely true. When
new States came into the Union it has
been customary, at least it was customary
for many years, to increase the size of the
House of Representatives. However, it
is my understanding that in 1912, when
the last apportionments were made, it
was considered necessary to make the
statement that that was going to be the
total for many years to come; that more
than 435 Members would be unwieldy.
Now, a great many people throughout
the country—and I say this is not said
in a spirit of merriment—believe it would
be better to decrease the House of Rep-
resentatives rather than to increase it.
So, there are two schools of thought in
this whole matter. Personally, I can see
a great deal of justification in saying
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that you should increase the size when
you increase the number of States, but I
would like to remind you before you go
too far with this legislation that you are
probably opening a Pandora’s box that
may well come back to plague usall. We
are going to have a good many more
States that I can foresee in the future.
Puerto Rico is knocking at the door and
will soon gain admission; I have no doubt
of that. The Virgin Islands also will be
admitted as a State. There are rumors
that Guam is also likely to want state-
hood, and there may be others. For
that reason the House will grow and grow
if this formula is adopted.

Now, another thing I would like to
point out—and, of course, this may be
human nature that we deplore—why
should certain States be singled out for
those seats and others have to give up
seats? Take my own State of New York;
take 21 States on this list that are all
losing. And, why are they losing? Be-
cause they did their homework, because
their State legislatures met, and because
they reapportioned according to popula-
tion. Now, we are the ones that are
left, so to speak, and these three States
who did not quite do all their homework
and who feel that they are aggrieved—
and who, I must say, have justification,
Mr. Speaker; I am not denying that—
come in and get these added seats. I
think we should look into this very, very
carefully while we consider this legisla-
tion, while we look over the list of the
affected States, and what it means to
our own districts. I have every confi-
dence that the decision of the House will
be a wise one; I am not speaking against
the bill in speaking on this bill. I am
merely trying to point out some of the
pitfalls that I can see ahead. It is so
easy to give, especially to our friends—
and we have many very dear friends in
the House—that we do not want to see
adversely affected. Nevertheless, this
has deeper implications than personal
friendship.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts.
Would the gentlewoman have objected
to this increase if it had been made at
the time when the two new States were
admitted to the Union?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I will say to my
colleague that I would not, because I
think at that time we would all have
had plenty of time to look ahead, and all
the State legislatures would have taken
measures accordingly. As it is now,
some are left, more or less, in left field.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts., Is it
not fair to say, then, that the gentle-
woman bases her objection solely on the
ground of lapse of time?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Well, I base it
on the way this bill is presented to us.
I do not think it is a matter of lapse of
time, but I think it is coming in here
at the last minute, when all of these
other States have taken the necessary
measures and when we have had ap-
portionment and when we are losing very
valuable and dear Members. I think
that is the unfortunate part.
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Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. When
the gentlewoman says that certain States
have been singled out for preference, will
she not admit that that is merely a mat-
ter of mathematics?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. No, I do not
admit that it is a matter of mathematies.
In some of these States the State legis-
latures have not taken the necessary
measures,

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. I re-
spectfully submit that has nothing to do
with the case. Is it not a fact that the
question is of three new Members, and
that under the mathematics of the re-
apportionment provisions there hap-
pened to be three States that would be
affected? It is a matter of mathematiecs.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I think you would
have to argue that out with a good many
people who are losing Members who
would object to that, but I personally
am not one of those involved.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I1yield to the zen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to preface my question by saying I am
very much seeking information. Isit my
understanding that had this action been
taken timely, had it been taken earlier,
would it have still been these three same
States that would be benefited?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Yes; I under-
stand that they would have been ben-
efited.

Mr. JOHANSEN. But at the same
time they would have been benefited in a
perfectly orderly way?

Mrs, ST. GEORGE. If I may say so,
an understandable way. I think now it
has caused a great deal of hard feeling
and I am very much afraid that we may
see that when we come to the general
debate on this bill. I think it is unfor-
tunate. I do not think there should be
any feelings on this subject. I think it
should go through in an orderly manner.

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. SANTANGELO. My colleague
from New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE] has
taken pride in the fact that the State
of New York has done its homework.
I would like to advise the gentlewoman
from New York that on the basis of what
they deserve as a grade for doing their
homework she deserves a State legisla-
ture dominated by a Republican Party—
deserves a “U” for unsatisfactory serv-
ice, and a job very poorly done. There
is a great deal of dissatisfaction. If the
other States did as poorly in their home-
work as the State of New York, I feel
sorry for those States.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I am sorry, but
I cannot quite agree with the gentleman.
I can see his peint of view, but my point
of view is totally different. I am very
‘proud of the Empire State of New York.
I am sorry that my friend has to apolo-
gize for it.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I am delighted
to yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.
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Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, just so
that the scales of justice may be kept
in entire balance, I would like to point
out that the State of California has a
Democratic legislature, and if one ever
saw a first-class job of gerrymandering,
that legislature did it.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I thank my col-
league for his contribution.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. O'Brien]
who was the father and author of state-
hood for Hawaii and Alaska, and was
mrman of the subcommittee at that

e.

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for giving me this time
even though I have an uneasy feeling
that at the moment some of my col-
leagues may look upon me as a man re-
turning to the scene of the crime. It
is true that I was one of the advocates
of statehood for Alaska and Hawaii, and
that the bill before you would increase
the membership of the House by the
number of seats to which the two new
States are entitled under the 1960 Fed-
eral census.

Mr, Speaker, I have requested this
brief time to explain why the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs did not
meet this problem when we drafted the
Alaska and Hawaii statehood bills. I
might say, before giving that answer,
that if we had done so at that time we
would then, as now, have affected ex-
actly the same three States which are
affected now. It would have had noth-
ing whatsoever to do with the ebb and
flow of the population which caused so
much difficulty in so many other States.
But, Mr, Speaker, to return to the an-
swer as to why we did not propose an
increase in the membership—semiper-
manent increase—it was not our pre-
rogative. It was the prerogative of the
Judiciary Committee to consider the
overall question of increasing or redue-
ing the size of the House on a semiper-
manent basis. So, we acted within our
jurisdiction, and did not go beyond it.
We had a tactical reason to do so, if
you will, because if we had been tempted
to seize a jurisdiction which was not
ours, we would have refrained from do-
ing so because we would have raised an
additional controversy over a bill which
was already highly controversial.

Mr. Speaker, I have read that this
bill was to be rammed through the
House to take care of selfish interests
of Members from the three States which
would be directly affected. Now, I would
be very naive if I said there is no per-
sonal interest here. I am happy that
the bill may help friends of mine in both
parties who reside in Massachusettis,
Pennsylvania, and Missouri. I also
would be happy if the direct impact was
on any other State or States in which
my friends reside, and from which they
are elected. But those who criticize this
move are putting the cart before the
horse. They are confusing the pleasant
byproduct of helping some friends with
the fact that they just happen to be the
beneficiaries of carrying out a histor-
ical tradition.
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We are not here attempting to swell
the membership of the House to meet
the ebb and flow of population among
the States. What we are doing very
simply is what has been done repeatedly
and consistently since 1840, increasing
the membership of the House because of
the admission of new States.

Mr. Speaker, I would support this bill
if the direct beneficiaries were New
York, Arkansas, and Alabama; or Il-
linois, Montana, and California; or any
combination you might mention. Why
then should we turn our backs on tradi-
tion because Massachusetts, Pennsyl-
vania, and Missouri are to reap the
benefits?

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the argument
that this House would become unwieldy
if we admitted one more voting Mem-
ber than we have now and have had
during the last 3 years falls of its own
weight. I would not like to see an un-
wieldy House; but may I suggest that
we might come to a point in this coun-
try where our system would become un-
wieldy and Members representing too
large districts would begin to think as
Senators properly think and no longer
represent districts as we have considered
them since the beginning of the Republic.

Mr. Speaker, I hope very sincerely that
this House will not turn its back on a
tradition it has followed scrupulously
for 120 years.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. Yes.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman had a
great deal to do with the legislation that
admitted the States of Hawaii and
Alaska to the Union and he should be
complimented, as he was at that time,
for the tremendous fight that he made
for the admission of those States. The
gentleman will recall that at least a cou-
ple of times during the course of the
consideration of the admission of those
States—either at one time or both to-
gether, on one occasion—it was sug-
gested, and I think an amendment was
considered, to increase the membership
of the House to take care of the States
about to be admitted. The gentleman
will recall that there was opposition to
increasing the membership of the House,
even to providing a Member each for
those two States; is that not right?

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. That is
correct. There was opposition, I may
say to the gentleman, if my recollection
is clear, to practically everything we had
in the bill from those who intended to
vote against i, no matter what its
ultimate form.

Mr. HARRIS. Even the leadership,
those who were supporting the admis-
sion, generally speaking were opposed
to any increase in the membership of
the House, even with the admission of
those States. The gentleman will re-
call, and I would like to remind the
House that during one of the debates I
took the floor of the House and called
attention to the fact that somebody was
going to lose. I explained the problem
we had with the method of apportion-
ment at that time, calling attention to
the methods that were available and
the ones that were used. I think the
House had changed from the method
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of apportionment to the present method
that is being used. So it would seem
to me that if the attitude at that time
was for the purpose of opposing any
increase, it comes very late just to in-
crease the membership at this time on
that basis. For that reason it seems
to me the argument to increase the mem-
bership to take care of some 12 or more
States would be the more proper course
for this House to take at this time.

Mr. O’'BRIEN of New York. May I
say to the distinguished gentleman that
I should hesitate, of course, to include
myself, even by the furthest stretch of
the imagination, under the word “lead-
ers.” But for a few difficult days back
there during the statehood fight, I as-
sumed I was one of the leaders in the
fight to bring in the two new States. I
have reexamined everything that was
said on the Alaska statehood bill during
the last few days, and at no time during
that debate did I, as the floor manager of
that bill, say that I was opposed to
increasing the membership of the House.

The only reference was in response
to a question from a gentleman who
wanted information, and he asked what
the bill would do in that respect. I
stated what the bill would do in that
respect. I felt then and I said so, to
many of my colleagues, as I feel now,
that the initiation for a semipermanent
increase in the House should come from
the Committee on the Judiciary and not
from the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Speaker, I want to
associate myself wholeheartedly with
what I think is the unanswerable argu-
ment presented in favor of this bill by
the gentleman from New York. The
House of Representatives initiated legis-
lation which brought the two additional
States into the Union, and thereby made
certain that there would be three addi-
tional Members from areas not previ-
ously represented in the House. It is
only plain equity that we increase the
size of the House to take care of those
three additional Members without de-
priving the original 48 States of the
number of Representatives they had.
My State does not gain from this bill, and
the gentleman’s State does not gain from
jt. It is a matter of principle that is
involved. It is not a question of any
three States being made special bene-
ficiaries. It is not to help any particu-
lar State that I vote for it. It is to
prevent the entire Congress and the
country as a whole being penalized, as
they would be if this bill is not passed to
take care of Members from the two ad-
ditional States which we have welcomed
into the Union.

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I thank
the gentleman, I might say that if the
“three States affected today were the
States of Towa, New York, and Alabama,
‘then those States or the Representatives
from those States would be accused of
having selfish motives.
~ Mr. JUDD. I agree with the gentle-
man that it is not to help particular
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States, but to do the right and fair thing
for all.

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
© Mr. O’'BRIEN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SAYLOR. I, too, would like to
associate myself with the remarks made
by the gentleman from New York. I
was his counterpart in the handling of
the two statehood bills, and I think he
will recall that even though Hawaii was
entitled to two Representatives in the
Congress at the time of its admission, so
that our committee would not be accused
of partisan politics, we insisted that
Hawaii come in with only one Repre-
sentative,

Mr. OBRIEN of New York. I might
say to the gentleman that, in deferring
the additional seat to which Hawaii was
entitled, we 'eft the matter of the acqui-
sition of an extra seat open for further
developments and further action.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. In view of the
statement that was just made that
Hawaii was entitled to two Members,
but will have only one Member in the
House until the next census and reap-
portionment occurs, it is assumed that
they will continue to operate with just
one Member instead of three, if we in-
crease the size of the House to allow
seats for the two new States, we would
increase it by two seats rather than
three; is that not a correct statement?

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. No, we
will inecrease it by three Members. The
bill that was passed granting statehood
to Hawali gave Hawaii only one seat
even though we knew that Hawaii was
entitled to two seats in the House of
Representatives. But, the bill also pro-
vided that Hawaii should be entitled to
their regular number after the next ap-
portionment which was in 1960—and
that number is two. So we still come
back to the three seats.

Mr. Speaker, may I say just one final
word. The old story of suggesting that
this House as the result of the tradition
of this situation may burgeon one day
to the point where we have 500 or 600
or T00 Members—it is very easy to go
around the Pacific and elsewhere and
pick out pieces of land and say, “They
will be here practically tomorrow asking
for statehood.” Well, T do not know
how long the good Lord will permit ma
to live and I do not know how long my
constituents will permit me to serve
here in the House of Representatives,
but I do not expect that in my time,
and I do not expect in the time of the
youngest Member in this House of Rep-
resentatives, that we are going to see
any additional States admitted to the
Union. And if 50 years or 100 years
from now the question arises, should we
as the result of admitting another State
increase the membership of the House
of Representatives by one or two seats,
I hope that the membership of the
House at that time will have the same
reverence and respect for tradition that
I hope we will show we have today.
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Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the gentleman from New
York on the very sound, the very logical,
and the very commeonsense argument he
has made. It seems to me that the gen-
tleman from New York and the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. Juppl, have
pinpointed the nub of this thing. The
question is one of fairness and equity,
fairness and equity to the States in-
volved, and the fairness and equity of
the argument presented. The gentle-
man from New York suggests that there
will be rank discrimination against the
three States involved if we fail to pass
this legislation.

Mr. O’BRIEN of New York. I say that
if we fail to pass it we would ignore the
fact that those three States are just
victims of reapportionment. We will be
saying we were not going to follow the
pattern and custom of what historically
happsns when States were admitted to
the Union.

Mr. BOLAND. And on the basis of
historical precedent in every instance
where a new State has been admitted to
the Union the membership of the House
has been increased. Is not that so?

Mr. O’'BRIEN of New York. That is
my answer. I think we will be remiss in
our duty if we fail to increase the mem-
bership of the House.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, every
Member, of course, has his own opinion
of this legislation. I have my personal
conviction, and it is this: It would not be
before us today if it were not for special
privilegze being accorded the State of
Massachusetts.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr, O’NemL], said that somebody would
probably ask: “Why do you not elean up
the mess in Massachusetts?” Well, why
is the mess in Massachusetts not cleaned
up? I will yield him a minute of my
time or three or four—I can probably get
more time—if he wants to answer why
the political mess in Massachusetts is
not cleaned up.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield.

Mr, O'NEILL. The fact is we have
had a committee on redistricting in the
legislature that formulated plans which
were passed by the legislature but there
was sufficient influence in higher offices
of the State that the Governor did not
sign the bill into law. We happen to
have that situation up home, but that
has nothing to do with the bill. I would
still be here advocating the bill and
carrying the rule if Massachusetts were
not in the bill at all, if it were New York
or some other State. As a matter of
fact, it follows the historical pattern
throughout the years.

The gentleman follows the usual line
of always swimming against the stream
and throwing darts into things. We
know that the present Speaker comes
from Massachusetts, and that a former
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Speaker came from Massachusetts. I
do not think there is any need to throw
darts around.

Mr. GROSS. So the gentleman's an-
swer is that if the Massachusetts Legis~

-lature had passed a congressional re-

distrieting bill it would have been vetoed
by the Governor, If all legislatures and
Governors operated on that basis and
the Congress of the United States then
bailed out the States that could not
settle their political differences we would
have quite a time here in Washington,
would we not?

Mr. WALTER. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr, WALTER. I would like to call the
gentleman’s attention to the fact it was
not anybody from the State of Massa-
chusetts who attemped to do something
to correct the oversight that occurred
when Alaska and Hawaii were admitted.
But I introduced a bill, The Committee
on the Judiciary held extensive hearings
on the bill, and immediately after the
admission of Hawaii a bill was intro-
duced by myself.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
says he feels sorry for those States such
as Iowa that have lost Members through
redistricting. If this bill had come in at
least a year ago as it should, and if the
State of Massachusetts had redistricted
as it should, there would have been the
opportunity to have given consideration
to all States, including the State of Iowa.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, AL-
BERT). The time of the gentleman from
Iowa has expired.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the gentleman 5 additional min-
utes.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, but I do not want
the sympathy of the gentleman as on
the basis that it was offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. We need
something more than sympathy.

Mr. JOHANSEN. It is very difficult
for me not to extend sympathy to the
gentleman from Iowa, but that was not
my purpose in rising. I am still trying
to seek information. Is it my under-
standing that the gentleman is arguing
that if this matter had been brought be-
fore the House at an earlier date the
mathematics of the situation would have
been different and in consequence there
might have been three other seats that
would have benefited?

Mr. GROSS. That could be the case,
but there is nothing to prevent the Con-
gress of the United States from adding
50 Members, if it wants to.

Mr. JOHANSEN. My question did not
go as to what Congress could do. My
question goes to the proposition if this
is a matter of following the mathemati-
cal formula whether it would a year ago
have been a different three seats.

Mr. GROSS. Idonot know as to that.
There will be amendments offered today,
and I hope they meet a better reception
than they did in the committee.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Florida.
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Mr. CRAMER. I think the correct
answer for the gentleman would be no.
If three are added under the equal pro-
portion method, it would be three as a
result of the census, and the number
could be changed. If it is three, it would
be these three; if two, it would be just
Massachusetts and Pennsylvania.

Mr. GROSS. That is what I am say-
ing as to limitations on all States other
than these three. But we do have sym-
pathy from Massachusetts, the land of
the bean and the cod, where the Lodges
speak only to Cabots, and the Cabots
speak only to God.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
O’Brien], was the manager of the Alaska
statehood bill when it was on the floor
of the House for consideration on May
21, 1958. Let me read from his state-

~ment, to be found in the CONGRESSIONAL

Recorp, volume 104, part 7, page 9222,
in connection with admission of Alaska
to the Union:

The bill provides that until after the next
census, the membership of the House would
be increased by one; and after the next cen-
sus the figure would go back to 435.

Continuing, he said:

I have had people suggest, “Well, maybe
that might be my seat.” With the changes
that are going to take place around the coun-
try after the next census, I think it is strain-
ing at a gnat if we are worrylng about what
seat will go out as a result of admitting
Alaska to the Union.

I have read the Recorp and I found
at no point—and I wish someone would
correct me if I am wrong—I found at
no point that any Member of the Massa-
chusetts delegation at that time rose and
demonstrated a single objection to the
provision that the membership of the
House would go back to 435 following
the 1960 census. If any Member of the
Massachusetts delegation protested, it
having been clearly stated in the debate
that the membership of the House would
go back to 435, I wish they would tell
me where in the Recorp it can be found.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York,

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Would the gen-
tleman not also say that it is not strain-
ing at a gnat to foresee other States
being admitted to the Union?

Mr. GROSS. Exactly. I thank the
gentlewoman for her contribution.

This is special privilege legislation. It
is designed primarily to take care of the
State of Massachusetts. Of course, Mis-
souri and Pennsylvania are included, but
they are tails to the kite; they are taken
along on the shirttail for the ride, so to
speak.

Mr. Speaker, I scarcely need to say
that I am opposed to this bill.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself infto the
Committee of the Whole House on the
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State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill—H.R. 10264—to provide that
the House of Representatives shall be
composed of 438 Members beginning
with the 88th Congress.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 10264, with
Mr. FrynT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CELLER].

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the
argument of the Members of the House
that we should increase the membership
to 438 because of the admission of 2
States, Hawaii and Alaska, to my mind
is unanswerable. Whenever a State is
admitted to the Union we always in-
crease the membership of the House. It
is only fortuitous that the three States
appear to enjoy a preference; namely,
Massachusetts, Missouri, and Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Chairman, as is stated in the com-
mittee report, the bill would add one
Representative each to the delegations
from Massachusetts, Missouri, and
Pennsylvania, in accordance with the
table of priorities applicable under the
1960 census, using the equal proportions
method currently in effect.

Mr. Chairman, if we had increased it
to any other number beyond 438, those
States would still have preference under
the table of priorities. That objective
table is the only reason why those three
particular States appear to have an ad-
vantage.

Mr. Chairman, there was an editorial
this morning in the New York Herald
Tribune which I would like to read, in
part:

The addition of three seats can be justl-
fled; the admission of new States is both a
fair enough excuse and a safe enough prece-
dent. But there Is no excuse for adding
more.

The chief danger as the House takes it up
is that the amendment floodgates will burst
open, with everyone who faces loss of his
seat through population shifts trying to up
the ante to save It. The result could be a
House 20 or more Members larger than it
is now—and it is too big already.

Mr. Chairman, I am for this bill in-
creasing the membership to 438, regard-
less of which States may benefit. I hope
that the House will remain impervious to
amendments increasing the House mem-~
bership beyond 438. I say that because
of the experience of overpopulated as-
semblies in Europe. For example, the
French National Assembly has 452 mem-
bers. The Bundestag in Germany has
516. The House of Commons of Great
Britain has 630. The Italian Chamber
of Deputies has 596. In assemblies of
such size the power of the individual
member is diluted until it becomes al-
most minuscule; gives bodies of such
size rise to a spate of splinter parties.
In the Italian Chamber of Deputies for
example, there are seven, eight, or nine
different parties. I would not like to
see anything like that in this counftry.
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I do not want a Member to be a mere
cipher or a nobody. I do not want a
particular party or splinter party head
to control me and to hold the reins over
me. That is what will happen if the
House gets too large.

Mr. Chairman, what are we doing in
this situation? We have 437 Members
today. We are simply increasing the
membership by one in order to take care
of the admission of these two States. I
see nothing dangerous in that. I see
nothing wrong in that. I think it would
be very worth while to do justice to the
States involved and to do justice to this
Chamber and to do justice to the Nation.

Mr, Chairman, in my opinion, in order
to get a more effective Congress, there
are other remedies than unlimited in-
crease in membership that should be
adopted. These are to strengthen our
personal staffs; to give us an executive
assistant to take care of the large
amount of work that overwhelms almost
all of us; to allow more administrative
expenses to each Member; and better
travel allowances. Then we will be able
to serve our constituents better. But I
do not think we should in any way, shape
or means, enlarge this Chamber beyond
438. In order to do justice, we do en-
large the House by one, and I think that
is a fair arrangement.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FenTON].

Mr. FENTON. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 10264, a bill intro-
duced by Mr. WaLTER, the dean of the
Pennsylvania delegation to Congress.

The purpose of the bill, as expressed
by House Report No. 1367 on the Walter
bill, by the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on the Judiciary is very plain and
forthright.

To quote it specifically:

The purpose of the bill is to prevent the
recent admission to the Union of the States
of Alaska and Hawail from having the effect
of reducing the number of Representatives
in Congress shared by the original 48 States,
below the number to which those States
1;3:9 been entitled over the past half cen-

Y-

In other words since the Apportion-
ment Act of 1911, and the admission of
Arizona and New Mexico in 1912, and
until the admission of Alaska and Ha-
waii, the number of Representatives in
Congress remained fixed at 435. Since
that time the population of the United
States has almost doubled, and the
average number of persons per congres-
sional district has increased from
212,000 to 410,000.

Since Pennsylvania, Massachusetts,
and Missouri would regain a seat under
an apportionment to bring the member-
ship of the House to 438, I am convinced
that it is a fair and equitable bill.

Certainly the formula advanced for
three additional seats to those three
States, as priorities, is the same formula
used for the additional seats to other
States by the Bureau of the Census and
a decrease in other instances.

Pennsylvania, Massachusefts, and
Missouri had nothing to say as to the
method or formula used, but I wish to
point out that the increase in the popu-
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lation of Pennsylvania was 821,354
according to the 1960 census, or almost
as much as the total population of Ha-
waii and Alaska of 858,939, combined.

I trust that the House will go along
with the suggested increase, particularly
since the formula used was that adopted
by the Congress itself in 1929.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALTER].

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I think
it is extremely important that we get
back on the track. After all, this meas-
ure is not designed to give Members to
any particular State or States. The pur-
pose of this legislation is to provide the
Members that should have been pro-
vided at the time of admission of Alaska
and Hawaii, and no other. I am not per-
sonally interested; the State of Pennsyl-
vania has already acted, and no matter
what happens to this legislation I will
not be affected. I am sure that every-
body here can consistently take the posi-
tion that numbers are immaterial. The
sole question is, are we going to do what
the committee neglected to do for the
first time, if you please, when Alaska
and Hawaii were admitted? I know the
reason for it.

The Committee on the Judiciary has
jurisdiction over the question of the size
of the House. This is a very delicate
question. My bill, which I introduced
several years ago, immediately after the
admission of Hawalii, received very care-
ful consideration. Many witnesses testi-
fled; hearings were carried on over a
period of many months. So the com-
mittee cannot be charged with being
derelict in its duty. We have just got
around to action. When this bill provid-
ing for the addition of three Members
was reported, everybody felt that the
real purpose of the bhill was to prevent
the admission to the Union of the States
of Alaska and Hawaii from having the
effect of reducing the representation of
the other 48 States in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I have heard it argued
that the facilities are inadequate. Now
I just cannot conceive of a more ridicu-
lous argument. After all, we have only
to provide facilities for one more Mem-
ber, and I do not think that that is any
argument. Nobody knows better than I
do how difficult it is to maintain order
in this body. I have had the privilege
and honor of presiding over the debates
in this House for a number of years, and
I concede how easy it is for an unwieldy
body to get out of control. I share with
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary the feeling that
this membership is too large and ought
to be reduced. But, so long as we are
concerned only with an equitable pro-
position, it seems to me that we ought to
do the equitable thing at this time.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Is it not true, if the
gentleman’s proposal had been enacted
forthwith or if it had been enacted a year
ago, it would have been the same three
States that would have benefited from
these provisions as are going to benefit
through the adoption of this bill?
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Mr. WALTER. Yes, that is so and
that was the case at the time the meas-
ure was introduced, but we did have
some feeling in our committee by people
who were interested that if we attempted
to do the equitable thing that we are do-
ing in this bill, we might provide a ve-
hicle under which the membership could
be increased to a number far in excess
of the number that the members on the
Committee on the Judiciary feel it ought
to be.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, WALTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is well
aware of the fact that during the 10
years or so of the consideration of the
admission of Alaska and Hawaii, there
was general opposition to increasing the
membership of the House by even one
Member; is that not true?

Mr. WALTER. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. HARRIS. Does the gentleman
know of any serious effort to bring about
an increase in the membership of the
House prior to 1960, when the results of
the census of 1960 became known?

Mr. WALTER. Well, an attempt to
increase the membership was made as
soon as it was learned that the repre-
sentation would be diluted through the
admission of these two States.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is well
aware of the fact that there has been no
attempt to increase the membership of
the House by even one, two, three, four
or any number until after the census of
1960 was reported. Iam not arguing the
question involving the three States, but
I am raising the question about the
other States, within a reasonable limit;
it seems to me that at this time to argue
for three now is not as it should be and
there is argument now I think that we
ought to increase the membership by at
least 17 or 18 Members. This would be
more equitable and more nearly meet the
existing situation without an unreason-
able increase in the House of
Representatives.

Mr. WALTER. I might say to the
gentleman that his entire position, in
my humble judgment, is based on a
false premise. After all, we are not
concerned today with a byproduct of
what this action may produce; we are
not considering in the least that Penn-
sylvania will only lose two Members in-
stead of three, or that Massachusetts
will only lose one instead of two. That
is not our concern; our concern here is
solely with doing that which the Con-
gress has always done when new States
were admitted to the Union.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. I think it should be
pointed out here—if I am not correct I
should like to be corrected—that bills
were introduced after Hawaili was ad-
mitted as a State before the decennial
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census was taken and before it could
possibly have been known whether or

not any particular State would be
affected.
Mr. WALTER. Yes, I understand

that is the fact. I understand bills were
introduced in 1959.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. LANE. May I advise the gentle-
man that a bill was introduced before
the announcement of the decennial
census introduced by a member of our
committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WaIiTENER]. His was the
first bill, in fact, to take care of the loss
of membership by the admission of
Alaska and Hawali,

Mr., McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr, CRAMER].

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, the
reason I was recognized, I believe, is
because I had the not too enviable duty
and responsibility as the ranking Re-
publican on Subcommittee No. 3 that
had the responsibility of looking for a
solution to and trying to make a decision
with regard fo additional House seats
last year.

I do not think there has been an issue
before this body in which there were
more Members interested, or I might
say, a greater amount of interest
shown—I will not use the word “pres-
sure,” but interest shown—on the part of
the membership, and understandably so.
But I think the debate is properly taking
the focus it should, and it also justifies
our inaction last year and our action
this year.

Our inaction last year was based on
the fact that it was believed by I think
a majority of the members of the Judi-
ciary Committee—and rightly so—that
simply because some States were going
to lose membership and others gain due
to census, that fact should not open the
door to the creation of an inordinately
large House. On the basis of some of
the arguments presented to us the re-
sult would have been to inecrease the
House membership to 547, if Arkansas
were to be taken care of. It is obvious
that an increase of this degree could not
properly be considered.

Therefore, the issue had to be on the
basis of a meritorious consideration, and
I think the Judiciary Committee wisely
decided that the only meritorious basis
that would avoid this too large House,
which I think all Members are opposed
to, would be to grant three additional
seats as a result of the admission of
Hawali and Alaska. A further reason
is,.as has been stated, that the addition
in membership will only be from 437 to
438 instead of from 435, because the
House is now composed of 437 Members
on a temporary basis. Buti the proper
justification is to take care of those
States that are being penalized by the
admission of Hawaii and Alaska. Their
representation is being reduced by the
mathematical effect of the new census
which had to take account of the three
additional seats due to the admission of
Hawaii and Alaska. This bill does not
name the States but is based on the
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established census figures. Ii is a gen-
eral formula, and no effort is made to
name a specific State. Under the general
formula after these States are added,
Hawaii and Alaska, then the three
States that lose seats would be allowed
to retain them. It just happens to figure
out that the States are Massachusetts,
Missouri, and Pennsylvania.

Those prevented from being penalized
are the States of Massachusetts, Mis-
souri, and Pennsylvania.

This has been one of the most difficult
problems that ever faced a Member of
the House, particularly a Member with
as little seniority as I have.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Ckairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ar -

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman was
here on the admission of Alaska and
Hawaii. Does it not seem unusually
strange at that time there was a refusal
to consider an increase in the House
membership, but now, for some strange
reason, there seems to be a very great
feeling that the Congress made a ter-
rific mistake at that time and that we
had better go back and correct it? Can
the gentleman explain that action of the
Congress?

Mr. CRAMER. I think the Congress
itself has the right to take such action
as it sees fit at any time, and if the Con-
gress wishes to make an adjustment on
the basis of Hawaii and Alaska being
admitted to the Union, it has full au-
thority, and in the exercise of its peroga-
tive can add three additional seats. I
do not think the Congress forecloses it-
self on that matter.

I may say to the gentleman also, and
I want this clearly understood, I do not
consider this as a precedent when it
comes to the consideration of the ad-
mission of any additional States to the
Union. I think the House can judge
what it wants to do. If I thought this
was setting a precedent, and that this
would be committing future Congresses
by the action we take today, I would be
opposed to it. I do not think it is, and
I think on its merits it is justified.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Was it not explicit in
the statement of the gentleman from
New York [Mr, O'Brien], when he pre-
sented the bill providing for the admis-
sion of Alaska to statehood, that the
intention of Congress was the member-
ship of the House would revert to 435
after the 1960 census?

Mr. CRAMER. The Congress has a
right to make a decision at any time
which it sees fit to make. I do not feel
that I am bound now by any statement
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
O’BrieN, might have made at that time
or by any action taken at that time. If
the gentleman wishes to oppose the bill
on that basis, the gentleman can exer-
cise his prerogative, and I would be the
first to fight for his right to do so.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I want to
understand the gentleman’s point,
whether this would establish a prece-
dent if we did take this action today be-
cause of the admission of two new
States. How could we avoid establish-
ing a precedent with respect to new
States that may hereafter be admitted?

Mr. CRAMER. I may say to the gen-
tleman that as far as I am concerned, if
Puerto Rico or any other Territory be-
comes a State, I would not consider my-
self bound because of what we do today.
I think the House Members can decide
at that time on the merits of the issue
what should be done and, therefore, I
do not think it is a question that is be-
fore us today.

Mr. McCULL.OCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MARTINI.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, it is with considerable trepi-
dation that I arise to speak this after-
noon in view of the assaults that have
been made on my home State and the
questioning of our motives. Believe me,
I would not rise today in support of this
legislation if my motives were selfish.
Far from it.

I have reached that stage in life, with
not too many expected years ahead, that
I would be guilty of advocating the en-
actment of a law because some personal
benefit would acerue to me. I arise today
to support this measure because I believe
it is equitable and just.

The States which will benefit by this
bill did not jockey for position, to grab
an extra seat, as has been stated by
some. These three States were next in
line for an additional seat on the basis
of official Census Bureau statistics and
the reapportionment formula. So, I do
not think there is any selfishness on the
part of Massachusetts; I do not think it
is selfishness on the part of Pennsylvania
or Missouri that they should press for
the addition of these seats in accord-
ance with a century old tradition which
provides for additional members when
new States are admitted to the Union.

Now, I have been here a long while.
I was here when an effort was made in
1930 to increase the size of the House.
The size was not increased at that time,
but this was no binding precedent. Each
Congress is a precedent unto itself.

I shall try to sweep away the fog that
seems to be developing. In some quar-
ters, the reason for the presence here
of this bill has been attributed to selfish
motives on the part of our beloved
Speaker. Nothing could be further from
the truth. To question Speaker McCoRr-
MACK's motives in this matter is unfair,
unjust and unworthy of those who do so.
He does not need this legislation to be
reelected to this House from the State
of Massachusetts. He can be reelected
either in a single district or at large. He
is supporting the legislation because he
believes it is right and proper. He be-
lieves in fairness and equity and that the
bill is justified.

May I say a word in passing? I have
been here a long time. I have served
with a good many Speakers of this
House, and I never saw a man, when he
went behind the rostrum to become
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Speaker, ever exercise any degree of self-
-ishness or ever attempt to win any per-
sonal gain. There is something in the
atmosphere of this House of ours which
imbues the man who takes over the office
of Speaker with a deep sense of fairness
and justice. His one purpose is fo up-
hold the honor and the integrity of a
great office and the dignity of the House.

Now, it has been stated rather broadly
by some of the newspapers that Speaker
McCorMACK is doing something that Mr.
Rayburn would not have done. I know
that is not true. It was my privilege to
enjoy a close friendship with Mr. Ray-
burn, and I honor him for the great and
outstanding service he rendered our
country. I know he would have agreed
to this bill, because I had a long talk with
him about it. He said he believed that
it was right in equity and justice and
that he would approve of it.

If he were alive today, he would have
taken the same position that Mr. Mc-
Cormack has. I say this because I do
not want to see a Speaker unfairly
blamed or his motives assailed. This is
not a partisan bill. It is a nonpartisan
measure, as much as anything can be
nonpartisan. It helps some group and
fails to help others, but that is true of
any bill that is passed.

Mr. Chairman, I think we should pass
this bill, as I said in the beginning, be-
cause I believe it is just. I do not be-
lieve that adding three more Members
to the House, because of the admission
of Alaska and Hawaii, is of any great
significance. This bill merely makes
permanent the temporary increase of
two which was granted with the admis-
sion of the new States, plus the one
additional seat to which Hawaii will be
entitled after 1962,

This bill is of far less importance to
the men and women who are in the Con-
gress than it is to the people of America
who look to us for full and effective
representation.

The people need adequate representa-
tion today more than ever before. The
processes of the Federal Government in
this age affect every business enterprise,
every community—yes, every household
in America.

The millions of our people today need
Congressmen for their most direct con-
tact with Government, which affects all
their lives and activities. Everyone
knows that actual attendance at the ses-
sions of the House is only one part of the
work we are called upon to perform if we
are properly to do our jobs.

So, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I
hope we will support this bill because it
is right and just, and because I sincerely
believe it is in the best interests of the
country and the people we represent.

Mr., CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LANE].

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion as to whether we should increase
the permanent membership of the
House—and if so, by how much—has
been patiently and thoroughly explored.

A subcommittee of the Committee on
the Judiciary conducted hearings on ap-
proximately 20 bills proposing to in-
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crease the size of the House by a number
ranging from 2 fo 34 Members.

More than a year ago, I introduced a
bill proposing that we raise the ceiling
on membership from 435 to 453; an in-
crease of 18 seats. As we took the
problem of reapportionment under con-
sideration, I sought a reasonable com-
promise that would be helpful to a
majority of the 16 States that were
scheduled to lose 21 seats, due to the in-
crease and shift in our national popula-
tion as revealed by the 1960 Decennial
Census.

Last year, the committee was unable
to make a choice among these various
proposals. It was difficult to determine
an increase that would be as fair as pos-
sible to the affected States, without mak-
ing the House so large as to become
unwieldy.

On the other hand, a “do nothing”
policy would violate precedent, ignore a
new and important fact that has a bear-
ing upon the problem; and would reduce
the number of Representatives shared by
the original 48 States.

Under the 1960 census, Hawaii be-
comes entitled to two seats and Alaska to
one. Unless we add 3 seats, to ac-
commodate the Members from the new
States, we would have to absorb them
within the present 435 limit. This in
effect would reduce the 435 membership
apportioned to the 48 States for the
past 50 years to 432.

The Senate has already increased its
membership to provide for the Senators
duly elected from the States of Hawaii
and Alaska. If the House should fail
to make a corresponding upward ad-
justment in its size to make room for
the Represenfatives from these new
States, we would find ourselves in a
contradictory position for which there
would be no justification.

It is the sound and established cus-
tom of this House to add new Members
whenever new States are admitted to
the Union. In fact, we recognized this
on a provisional basis in the statehood
enactment that admitted Hawaili and
Alaska to the Federal family. We pro-
vided for a temporary increase in the
membership until apportionment based
on the 1960 census could be determined,
at which time the total of 435 was to
be restored.

Now that the census has verified
Hawaii’s entitlement to two seats—and
Alaska to one—I believe that the only
logical conclusion is to increase the per-
manent membership by three.

It is plain to see that the statehood
enactments of Alaska and Hawaii failed
to follow through by anticipating and
providing for the impact of their ad-
mission, upon the size of the House.
As a result, there was a reduction in the
number of Representatives to which the
original 48 States were entitled. A due
consideration of precedent would have
prevented this error.

The Apportionment Act of 1911 estab-
lished the permanent membership at 433,
with the specific provision that this would
be increased by 1 seat each for New
Mexico and Arizona when they attained
statehood, which they did in 1912, rais-
ix}g the membership to the present level
of 435.
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The report on H.R. 10264, dated Feb-
ruary 20, 1962, clarifies the issue in this
reasonable manner:

The committee is of the opinion that an
increase of 3 seats, which will exactly
restore the number of seats to which the
original 48 States have been entitled, at
the same time accommodating the admis-
sion of Alaska and Hawall, is the proper
solution of this problem.

In my opinion, the committee, after
weighing all the factors, has arrived at
a just and practical conclusion, based on
solid precedent.

I ask every Member to consider
whether the rejection of H.R. 10264, or
any amendment of it, can do anything
else but weaken the guiding rule that the
size of the House of Representatives
should be increased consistent with the
admission of new States and their popu-
lations, to the Union.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. WiLL1s].

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, as has
been said before, when we admitted
Alaska and Hawail into the Union we
provided for a temporary increase in the
membership from 435 to 437. But those
bills provided that following the appor-
tionment, based upon the 1960 census,
the number would go back to 435. That
is exactly what is going to happen at the
end of this year unless something is
done,

Mr. Chairman, based upon the 1960
census, Alaska is entitled to one Mem-~
ber, and Hawaii is entitled to two Mem-
bers. Therefore this bill would increase
the membership next year from 435 to
438, just 1 more than we have at this
time. As the report clearly points out,
the purpose of this bill is to prevent the
admission of these 2 States from hav-
ing the effect of reducing the represen-
tation of the original 48 States below
what they have enjoyed since 1911.

So, the net result is that unless we do
inerease or enlarge the membership from
435 to 438, these 48 States of the Union
which were there before these 2 new
States, would have to absorb a loss of
3 Members.

Mr. Chairman, as has been pointed
out, there has been an unbroken prece-
dent for this kind of action. Over the
last 120 years each and every time we
have admitted new States into the Union
we have at the same time provided for
membership required by the additional
States. I say to the membership of the
House that in my opinion insufficient
consideration was given to this matter
when we passed the two acts of admis-
sion for Alaska and Hawaii. I say “in-
sufficient” and stress that word because
some Members—I remember, I think,
that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
ForresTER], called attention of the House
to the fact that we would be diluting the
original membership unless we did some-
thing about it. But that argument fell
on deaf ears, or at least the prevailing
action at that time was to admif the two
new States without sufficient considera-
tion of the impact on the other 48 States.

Mr, Chairman, we hear it said that
the effect of the bill is to take care of
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Mis-
souri. That, I will say to the Members
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of the House, is not so. We are just
doing through this bill what should have
been done when we admitted the two
new States. It so happens that accord-
ing to the rule which has been on the
books for a long, long time, the rule of
the equal proportions method of repre-
sentation, if you enlarge this House by
one, Massachusetts would get that one.
If you enlarge it by two, Missouri gets
the next one. If you enlarge it by three,
Pennsylvania gets the next. If you en-
large it by four, Illinois would get the
fourth seat. If you enlarge it by five,
California, now gaining eight, would get
another one.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot avoid that
rule of priority.

I say to you that it is just a coinci-
dence that these three States are bene-
ficiaries of this bill. And do you know
why they are beneficiaries? Because
they are the victims of the admission of
these two States. If “victim” is an ugly
word so is “beneficiary.” If you had not
admitted Hawaii and Alaska, what would
have happened? Massachusetts would
have lost only one instead of two seats.
If you had not admitted those two States,
Missouri would have remained even. As
it turned out they lose one. If you had
not admitted those two States Pennsyl-
vania would have lost two instead of
three. So I say to you that it is just
a coincidence of population under the
rule that has been on the books over
the years that accounts for the three
States that each gain a seat. By provid-
ing what we should have provided when
we admitted these two States, Massa-
chusetts, Pennsylvania, and Missouri be-
came the beneficiaries for the reason
that they have become the victim of our
not taking care of the situation when
we admitted those two States.

Mr. ICHORD of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIS. Iyield.

Mr. ICHORD of Missouri. The gentle-
man knows that the State of Missouri
has already redistricted into 10 congres-
sional districts. Section 3(a) of the bill
states that the original -certification
after the 1960 census shall be of no force
and effect and the Attorney General of
Missouri has ruled that that provision
will have the effect of making Missouri
go back to the original 11 districts with-
out the necessity of a special session. It
is my understanding that the Governor
of Missouri met with the committee and
with the Committee on Rules and that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will
introduce an amendment for the com-
mittee deleting all after the word “Act”
on page 3 so that the State law will con-
trol the effect upon the State of Mis-
souri, and Missouri will revert to the
original 11 districts as ruled by the at-
torney general.

Mr. WILLIS. My understanding is
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
is to offer an amendment, but I am not
familiar with it.

Mr. ICHORD of Missouri. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr. BarTinl.

Mr, BATTIN. Mr. Chairman, there is
no one in this House who has less in-
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terest personally in the increase of the
size of this House than I do. I have
tried to compute it mathematically and
I find that before Montana would get
another House Member we would have
to increase the House by approximately
400. So I think I can approach this on
the basis of what I think at least is go-
ing to be in the best interests of the
country, and certainly what would be in
the best interests of every Member of
this House.

There are more Members on the floor
today than there has been since the de-
bate on the resolution to increase the
Committee on Rules. There are more
people in the press gallery than when
the President of the United States
speaks. So there is no question in my
mind that there is a great deal of in-
terest in this body in what is going to
take place here this afternoon.

A question was raised as to whether
or not we would be setting a precedent if
the bill introduced by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania were to pass. I say
it is not precedent setting. All we are
doing is following the precedent set in
the past. If we do not follow this prece-
dent I would be inclined to think that we
would be setting a new precedent of not
allowing fair representation for the
States that have been in the Union for a
good, long time.

I do not condone the action of any
legislature in failing to do what they per-
haps should have done.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is not a ques-
tion of what some State does or does not
do. It is a question of what we do. I
do not think an editorial in the news-
paper, in any newspaper, should make
up our minds as to what we are going
to do here on the floor. I think this is
a quesfion of your individual responsi-
bility. If amendments are introduced
here this afternoon, to amend this from
3 to 4 or to 400, I will oppose any
such amendments. If we are go-
ing to follow the proper precedent, and
if we are going to accept the proper
premise, it is a question of whether or
not the House of Representatives is go-
ing to allow Members to be removed
from this Chamber because of the ad-
mission of a State, or in this case two
States. I personally feel it would be a
great injustice to the States that are
involved here, and I think I ean reit-
erate, I have no personal interest. I was
on the subcommittee that listened to
the Members plead their case for 2 to
18 new Members, and the subcommittee
refused to take any action. We are here
now to make a decision based on equity
and justice, considering what should be
done in this Chamber so far as the
representation of the various States are
concerned. I would certainly urge sup-
port for this bill and for the defeat of
any amendments that might be offered.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BATTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Just to make sure that
the closing remarks of the gentleman
are not misunderstood, the gentleman
agrzes does he not as do the other minor-
ity members of the committee that the
amendment to be offered by the gentle-
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man from Pennsylvania is agreed to by
the minority as well?

Mr. BATTIN. Yes, I am speaking of
any amendment that would affect the
numbers.

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentleman.

Secondly, I ask the gentleman, does
he not agree that if the justification for
this bill were that it was being done be-
cause romne States such as Massachusetts
was delinquent in failing to redistrict,
and I think Massachusetts has been de-
linquent in that respect, the gentleman
would oppose the bill on that basis as
it has nothing to do with the question.
The question is—the increase in the
number of States as the result of Alaska
and Hawaii.

Mr. BATTIN. Absolutely. I do not
think there should be any concern here
as to what some State has failed to do in
its legislature. It is a question of what
we should do here as a legislative body
to provide for the membership in the
House of Representatives.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BATTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio. .

Mr. McCULLOCH. May I point out to
my colleagues that we have heard a very
able presentation of the equities of this
case from the gentleman from Montana.
I want to be associated with his state-
ment. In addition, I want to say that
this is not a partisan proposal. This is
a matter that was thoroughly discussed
by the leadership on both sides of the
aisle. There was an understanding of
the equities involved. There was an un-
derstanding that there would be oppo-
sition to any proposal which would in-
crease the membership by more than
three. The bill should pass.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WHITENER].

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
think it may be well to set the record
straight on some of the history of this
legislation. We have had the comments
here about oversight being responsible
for the lateness of the legislation get-
ting to the Congress. I can tell you that
that is an incorrect statement. On
March 12, 1959, the House passed the
Hawaiian statehood bill. On August 21,
1959, the President signed the necessary
document decreeing that Hawaii was en-
titled to statehood.

In order that the record may be
straight, on August 18, 1959, I intro-
duced a bill H.R. 8715, in the first ses-
sion of the 86th Congress. At that time
I made a statement on the floor of the
House in support of my bill. There are
many Members of this body from Massa-
chusetts from Arkansas, and from other
States who promptly evidenced their sup-
port of the bill. They wrote letters to
me and in some cases by letters to the
chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

It seemed to me then that we should
deal with this problem at that time
rather than to wait until today; the
things have happened which we then
knew would happen. We were not able
to get a hearing on my proposal at that
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time. It is interesting that some of
those who today so loudly proclaim that
the bill should pass were at that time
unwilling even to discuss it with some
of us who proposed it.

I might point out that on January 12,
1961, I again introduced a bill which was
given the number H.R. 2531. It is iden-
tical to the bill introduced by me in the
86th Congress. By its terms the House
membership would be increased to 438
to take care of the very situation we are
talking about today.

I have in my hand newspaper stories
written by one reporter published in
several papers which he represented.
These stories appeared in January 1960
throughout the Nation, saying that at
that time we were having difficulty get-
ting any consideration of the legislation
by the Judiciary Committee.

Mr, Chairman, there are some people
today who are being unfairly accused
of having selfish interests. Some of
these persons were alined with those
of us who thought that this should have
been done before the 1960 census was
taken. But some of those men are today
properly urging the enactment of this
legislation and they are doing it, I am
sure, with the same high purpose they
had when they were advocating it be-
fore the population count was made by
the Census Bureau.

I am frank to tell you that I am not
pleased with the legislation because of
these things that have happened. I
think that I am compelled to support it
because I took this position before the
contest and the controversy arose. I
would hope that we could take care of
other States since I am sure that no
one can deny what has happened.

This Congress cannot escape the accu-
sation that we are taking care of three
States. It is indisputable that we are
doing this because of our tardiness in
doing that which we should have done
before the issue had reached the point
it has now reached.

I must again correct those who say it
was an oversight. If it was an oversight,
it was an oversight on the part of those
who at that time were not affected and
who were not willing to look at the
facts as they were. I hope that all of
you will look upon this legislation with-
out being too quick fo criticize some of
these gentlemen from Massachusetts—
and I am not here to defend Massachu-
setts—because I can say to you and I
can show you in my files letters from
gentlemen from Massachusetts on the
Republican side of the aisle and letters
from gentlemen from Massachusetts on
our side of the aisle supporting this
legislation back in 1959.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CURTIN].

Mr, CURTIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
favor of H.R. 10264, which, if enacted
into law, will increase the membership
of this House from 435 to 438 Members.

This bill is justified. Probably the
strongest of the reasons which are ad-
vanced for this legislation is the fact of
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the three Members who are added to
the House by virtue of the admission of
Alaska and Hawaii to the sisterhood of
States in this great Union, and for whom
we temporarily increased the member-
ship when they were admitted.

The present permanent membership
of 435 was set long before statehood was
considered for either of our newest
States. Therefore, since their admission
gives us three new Members, as deter-
mined by the 1960 census, it is only fair
that such permanent increase in mem-
bership be recognized and provided for
by this proposed legislation. This was
done in former years where States were
admitted. In this case, it should have
been done when Alasxa and Hawaii were
admitted, but since it was not done, it
is only fair to do it now.

I hope this bill is passed.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr., Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. BaTES].

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this measure which is bipar-
tisan in nature, just in application and
consistent with all the precedents on
this subject since the founding of the
Republic.

There has never been the time since
1789, when the first apportionment act
was formulated, that new States sup-
planted the seats of existing States.
This bill, by merely accommodating the
three seats to be occupied by Hawaii and
Alaska, falls in line completely with
these precedents.

I would suggest that the House of
Representatives would be a strange in-
stitution, as indeed would any family or
community, if in welcoming in new
Members it would dispossess those who
are already Members. That is why it
has never been done before and I trust
will not be done today. Whatever action
is taken on this measure will have its
impact on other States 10 years hence—
and we do not know now what States
might be affected at that time.

As long as new States were brought
into the Union, the membership was en-
larged. This was specifically provided
in 1872, 1882, 1891, 1901, and 1912, The
last increase was subsequent to the 13th
census of 1910. The Apportionment Act
of 1911 fixed the membership of the
House at 433 Members with the provision
that if Arizona and New Mexico entered
the Union before the next apportion-
ment they each should have 1 Repre-
sentative. Both became States in 1912
and the membership was thus increased
to 435, which has continued to the pres-
ent time.

The only rights we have in this body
is a reflection of our rules and the prece-
dents established throughout the years.
While a single incident would not estab-
lish a precedent under the rules of the
House, repeated action since the time of
our Founding Fathers does firmly en-
trench these precedents. If we abro-
gate custom which has been repeatedly
and uninterruptedly confirmed, then
our rights have been undermined. If
these guarantees, born of tradition, are
now overruled by a majority, then here-
after we can expect that the minority on
any issue or point of order can well be
the vietim of the caprice and machina-
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tions of those who have the votes to do
whatever they desire. I do not believe,
and pray, that that day will never come
to pass. In Jefferson’s Manual it very
wisely states:

The Speaker feels constrained in his rul-
ings to give precedent its proper influence
since the advantages of such a course are
undeniable.

This we should not forget today.

I have read with great care the debate
which took place on this floor on April
27, 1911, when the House was last in-
creased. The vote in favor of the meas-
ure was overwhelming, Even the argu-
ments used then against that proposal
carry no weight today.

It was said then that an increase in
the membership would require consid-
erable construction costs to accom-
modate new Members. Certainly an
increase of only one Member over the
present size of the House does not pose
this problem.

It was said that the House would be-
come too large and unwieldy. Certainly
one more Member could not have that
effect.

Those who favored the bill indicated
that the representation of the people was
becoming diluted. Then, each Member
served an average of only 211,000 con-
stituents. Today, it is more than double
that number, and considerable more, by
a factor of four or five, than exists to-
day in many countries abroad. I would
have been amenable to a somewhat
larger increase but I realize that that
view is not widely shared.

In the 1911 debate, the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Cen-
sus who handled the bill, Congressman
Houston, of Tennessee, stated:

It is quite likely that In the future there
will be a demand for an increase of Mem-
bers and I think it more than probable that
there will be an increase. It is, I grant you,
;%lll to keep that increase as small as pos-
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I would suggest that an increase of
only one over the present number ful-
fills that suggestion.

Hence, I believe this bill should pass.
It is fair, just, and meritorious. It fol-
lows the clear-cut precedents of time.
It is bipartisan and has received the
clearance of the leadership on both sides
of the aisle. I trust it will receive your
support.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, T
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HoEVEN].

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, this is
a bad bill and should be defeated. This
is a political expediency bill. It is a seat
grab bill and a special privilege bill. It
is a bill which rewards civic irresponsi-
bility and it sets a dangerous precedent.

Ever since 1912 the membership of the
House of Representatives has stood at
435, Repeated attempts to inerease the
membership have failed. Now there is a
proposal to add three additional seats to
bail out the politicians in certain States
by awarding such States one new seat.
Such procedure is not a popular move
with the 13 States, including Towa, which
have reapportioned in good faith. Cer-
tainly this is a sterling example of re-
warding civic irresponsibility.
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Nine States rightfully gained seats as
the result of the 1960 census. It is dif-
ficult for me to see how Members of Con-
gress from any of these nine States can
vote extra seats for three States not en-
titled to them. Twenty-five States
neither gain nor lose seats. Certainly,
these States have nothing to gain by
voting a seat to the three States who are
not satisfled with the results of a fair
apportionment.

Sixteen States losing seats should have
the keenest interest in this flagrant act
of favoritism. They should rise up
against this gross diserimination.

How can anyone from Iowa, Illinois,
Kansas, Arkansas, Mississippi, Califor-
nia, and the rest of the 13 States of this
country which are losing congressional
seats, possibly vote for the bill?

Does this legislation mean that every
time we have a census we are going to
add new seats to the House of Repre-
sentatives under some guise or another
and then justify such action because
some States did not do their redistricting
job right? If this procedure continues
in further years, whereby we add new
congressional seats on some flimsy ex-
cuse or another, we will finally wind up
with an unwieldy legislative body that
simply cannot operate properly. I sug-
gest you give heed to the establishment
of such a dangerous precedent by voting
against the resolution.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bassl.

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr.
Chairman, I am opposed to the enlarge-
ment of the House of Representatives
because I believe this proposal goes
counter to efforts for better government.

The proposal to increase House mem-=-
bership by three or more must be con-
sidered a seat grab which would dilute
the representation from States like my
own.

New Hampshire now has 2 Repre-
sentatives in a Congress of 435 Members.
It had not always been thus. A century
and a half ago New Hampshire had 6
Representatives in a House of Repre-
sentatives of 186.

As the population of New Hampshire
failed to increase in the same propor-
tion as the increase in population for the
whole Nation, we accepted the necessary
reduction in our Members in Congress.

The problem today is that some States
are unwilling to accept that reduction.
The net result will be that although New
Hampshire—and 46 other States—are
not supposed to suffer a reduction, our
representation will in fact be reduced
because as the total number of Repre-
sentatives will increase, ours will remain
the same.

Moreover, we are setting a precedent
for future enlargements of this House.
Most students of good government argue
that the present membership of the
House is too large for efficient govern-
ment. Recent studies, one of which is
cited in the report of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, suggests that ideally this House
should have 300 Members—not 435 as at
present.
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Every enlargement tends to make leg-
islative procedures more unwieldy. We
are faced with the prospect that the
House of Representatives will become a
formless mass of people, hampered in its
constitutional role to enact laws for this
Nation.

Since 1912 there have been steady in-
creases in our population, but no change
in the total Members of the House. Now
each time there is an increase in popula-
tion, or each time a new State is added
to the Union, there will be strong argu-
ments for increasing the total member-
ship of the House.

In the interest of good government I
am opposed to this proposal.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr, SANTANGELO.].

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, I
am one of those Congressmen whose
district has been gerrymandered or
rockymandered out by sordid New York
State Republican politics. While mis-
ery generally loves company I do not
share such feeling. Injustice to one
does not mean that injustice must be
done unto others.

I have always been against injustice to
my fellow man or political enemy. I sup-
port this measure, H.R. 10264.

When I voted for the admission of
Alaska into the Union on July 7, 1958,
I did not intend that one of my col-
leagues from Massachusetts should be
eliminated because of my vote. When
I voted for the admission of Hawaii in
March 1959, I did not intend that two
of my colleagues in Pennsylvania and
Maryland should be eliminated. When
I voted for the admission of those States,
my intention was to add two States to
our Union, to add two stars to our flag, to
make our Nation a greater nation to
spread democracy and not to deprive
three colleagues of their seats or the
opportunity to return and serve their
State and country. This measure is non-
partisan. I trust that this measure will
pass.

This body is a great institution, with
a sense of innate justice. I have wit-
nessed it for the 6 years I have been here.
Mr. Chairman, this bill is an opportunity
and a great chance for this body to dem-
onstrate its sense of justice, especially
to the Members of its own family.

Mr. Chairman, despite the obstacles
which have been thrown before my path,
I shall try to return in the next Con-
gress. I hope and trust that the mem-
bership of this body will support this
measure and render justice to those
colleagues of ours who will be affected.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in the
Eighty-eighth Congress and In each Congress
thereafter, the House of Representatives shall

be composed of four hundred and thirty-
eight Members.

Mr. TRIMBLE, Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TrRiMBLE: On
page 1, line 5, strike out the words “thirty-
eight"” and insert the words “sixty-seven"”.

Mr. TRIMBLE., Mr, Chairman and
Members of the House, I live up in the
northwestern corner of Arkansas where
the hills are steep and the flint rocks
are sharp. When I was a boy .and
wanted to go opposum hunting, if the
leaves were still, I would have to lick
my fingers and hold them up to see just
which way the wind was blowing.

As of this moment, it is not hard to
discern how you feel, but I hope you
will change your mind because, after
all, this is a fair body, a just body. I
think it was 1911, as someone said a
while ago, when this House was en-
larged the last time. I am not a bit
sore at Massachusetts. I love everyone
there. I do not think this is a trumped--
up scheme. I am not mad at anybody
in Pennsylvania. I am not mad at any-
body in Missouri, and I surely do not
want anyone mad at me in Arkansas.
But, seriously, this amendment that I
offer increases the House by 32.

Mr. Chairman, in the last 25 or 30
years the population of this great coun-
try has increased, about doubled. I re-
member when I was sworn in here in
1945 I sat down by a man I did not know.
He asked me where I lived. I told him.
He said “I know that district. I have
been there many times. The fact is I
spend my summers at Bella Vista.” He
said “Did you ever have any legislative
service?” I said “No.” He said “Do
you think you want to get reelected?”
I said “I do.”

“Do you think you will like it here?”

I said, “I hope s0.”

Finally he got around and said, “Well,
if you want to get reelected—" I cannot
use the exact language because it would
be outside the rules of the House; but
anyway he said, “Work hard and keep
your mouth shut.” And maybe I ought
to do that today. But he said, “When
I came to this Congress 32 years ago I
brought along a lovely little daughter
of one of my dearest friends. I did not
need her. We sent home some garden
seed, and I just brought her along be-
cause I loved her folks and she was
sweet.” And he said, “In 1945 I will
have 10 daughters of dear friends and
2 sons of daughters of friends, and all
of us cannot keep up with the work.”

So, the load of the Congress has in-
creased. It is heavy now, so what I am
striving for is for this amendment to be
passed so there will be more Members
and the population will be divided and
that the load of legislation will be held
down to where we can handle it. Some
of the rest of my colleagues may find
themselves in the same situation.

But this amendment is offered with-
out the slightest malice. I do not blame
Massachusetts. I know what the speak-
ers who have preceded me have said, and
what they have said is true. It is not
just for the 3 States of Massachusetts,
Pennsylvania, and Missouri. But the rest
of us need some help and I surely hope
that you folks just this one time will vote
with me. And I thank you very much.
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Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, T move
to strike out the. requislt.e number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the same spirit
as that of my dear and good friend from
Arkansas. I want to add a litfle ex-
planation to his proposal for the con-
sideration of the House. I said awhile
ago that I view this bill as one to restore
to Massachusetts, Missouri, and Penn-
sylvania what they had lost as a result
of the admission of Alaska and Hawaii.
There is a great temptation to go beyond
that. An argument can be made for it
and I respect all my colleagues who are
involved in this situation.

But in order to take care of Arkansas
here is what we would be voting for.
California, for example, gains eight Rep-
resentatives as a result of the 1960 cen-
sus. If we adopted the amendment of
my dear friend, California would get
those eight and three more. And so on
down the line. If we adopt this amend-
ment, in order to take care of Arkansas
~ we would have to increase the total mem-
bership by 32, including increases to
States that are already gaining, and 13
more seats before we can make up one
of Arkansas’ loss. That is the unfortu-
nate thing about this situation.

That is why I prefer as chairman of
the subcommittee that handled this leg-
islation to stick by the precedents and to
recommend to the House that we follow
what was done throughout our history
and to do what should have been done
when we admitted Alaska and Hawaii to
the Union; namely, to provide for the
requisite number of Members and not to
penalize and take away from the repre-
sentation of the 48 States that were
members of the Union before the admis-
sion of the two new States.

Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, through reapportion-
ment and subsequent redistricting, the
Maine congressional district which I
have had the high honor of representing
in this House of Representatives has been
consigned to the casualty list.

I immediately hasten to assure my col-
leagues, however, that I rise in support of
the amendment—providing for a House
membership of 467—by the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. TriMeLE] not out of
self-interest. More fundamentally, it is
because of a serious concern for some-
thing far more significant and deserving
of consideration—the interests of every
individual citizen which each of us here
today are privileged to represent in the
Congress of the United States.

In short, the basic question today is
this: To what extent shall we, against
the background of reapportionment, per-
mif the voice of each and every one of
our American citizens to be heard?

The problem for us to resolve here
today becomes eminently clear when it is
realized that as our American population
inereases, the infiluence of each element
of the population decreases or increases
in proportion to the size of the U.S. Con-
gress. As the size of the Congress in-
creases, so does the representation of
each individual in the American society.
Conversely, as the size decreases, so di-
minishes the individual’s control over the
affairs of his Government.
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-It is not, of course, a very easy thing to
determine what number of citizens one
Congressman is capable of representing
in an efficient manner. And still, in a
large sense, that is what we are here to-
day to resolve. And it should be remem-
bered that this House was, by our
Founding Forefathers, constituted to be
infinitely responsive to the will of each
of the elements of our population.

1t is highly guestionable that a mere
increase of three in the membership of
the House of Representatives would act
to preserve the potency of the individual
in his control over his Government, or
that such a minute increase would serve
to provide each and every American with
viable representation.

I am not possessed of sufficient wis-
dom to certify the precise number of
representatives that would satisfy the
very reason for this House's being. I
feel confident, however, in suggesting
that a House membership of at least 467
would perform to give each citizen of the
United States a voice of substance in
Government and that this number would
not provide a base for confusion in the
House of Representatives.

I plead with my colleagues to give this
vital proposition their most serious de-
liberation, thereby endeavoring to deter-
mine in what degree their constituents
should be represented in this House of
Representatives.

The will of this House will, in due
course prevail, in the instant matter, I
remind my colleagues, however, that this
bill before us does not provide our citi-
zens with a significantly louder voice in
the affairs of Government.

In this respect, I commend this
amendment to the attention of my col-
leagues, for I ardently believe it would
serve to provide each American with
substantial representation in the House
of Representatives, and it would do this
without making this great deliberative
body unwieldy.

My colleagues from Maine, Congress-
man McInTIRE and Congressman Gar-
1anp would like to associate themselves
with my remarks. Both gentlemen have
commitments in the State of Maine to-
day. I request that Congressman Gar-
rLanD be permitted to insert a statement
in the Recorp following my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. GARLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to speak in support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas, Congressman TRIMBLE.

If, 51 years ago 100 million people
justified 435 Members in the House, cer-
tainly the 83 million additional people
in the United States today are entitled
to this modest increase.

Historically, the House of Represent-
atives was created as the body which
is closest to the people. If we keep in-
creasing the population of each Mem-
ber’'s district, we will someday reach a
point where, because of the paperwork
involved alone, we will no longer be able
to legislate properly and still maintain
personal contact with our people.

Since Maine became a State in 1820,
we have seen our membership in the
House of Representatives decline from
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a total of eight down to three. Unless
the amendment offered to increase the
size of the House is passed, Maine stands
to lose another seat next year as a re-
sult of the 1960 census.

Mr. Chairman, Maine is a State ap-
proximately 30,000 square miles in area
and with a population approaching 1
millicn people. Surely, these people can
be better represented here in Washing-
ton with three congressional seats rather
than two.

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
favorably to increase the House mem-
bership to 467.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr., Chairman, I have often heard it
said that nobody’s mind was ever changed
in this body by listening to the debate.
Well, if that be the case, this may
possibly become a red letter day because
I must confess that I learned a great
deal today by listening to the debate,
and that at this point I am considering
the question carefully.

I came in here having read newspaper
editorials which predisposed me against
the enlargement of the House by three
Members because I had read that this
was & device to pull somebody’s political
chestnuts out of the fire, that it was a
political grab, and I saw something sor-
did about it.

But in listening to the debate I heard
it argued that really this is not a bill to
enlarge the size of the House in that
respect; it is said to be merely designed
to compensate for the three additional
seats required by the admission—and
by the fortunate admission, I might
add—of Hawaii and Alaska. Frankly, I
am puzzled by the varying claims.

However, if we go beyond these 3,
whether it is 4, 14, or 62, or whatever you
add in that numbers game, then we are
surely playing politics. There may pos-
sibly be justification for the three to
compensate for the additional seats of
Hawaii and Alaska, but if you go one
step beyond three, you are surely en-
gaging in partisan politics and you are
saying to vhe American people that what
you are really interested in is to preserve
political jobs.

I urge you to defeat this amendment.
If this amendment passes, it will be im-
possible for me and for many others
even to consider the entire bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, certainly we would be
establishing a precedent were we to en-
large the House of Representatives to
the extent suggested in the amendment.
However, I believe a good historical case
has been laid down for the increase of
the membership by three.

I wish to pay recognition to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER],
who said that he would like to look into
greater effectiveness of the House of
Representatives insofar as committee
staffing is concerned, and also the argu-
ment of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. WarLTer], who said that he
hoped the size of this body could be cut
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down. I think these are two proposals
to which we should give our attention
and I believe if the majority party will
put their minds to it we could think in
these terms for the future. I would like
to suggest that when they do so they
consider the rights of the minority so
that when establishing committee staffs
that the minority be far better repre-
sented than it is today.

1 believe, Mr. Chairman, that in the
coming of the space age we will have a
problem for there may be many present
nations, provinces or islands that could
apply for statehood. It seems not too
farfetched to think that in the years
ahead we might be able to go to the top
of this building, take off in a spacecraft,
have lunch in London and be back the
same day. The point I am trying to
make is that we should at some future
time go thoroughly into the organiza-
tion of the House, the number of Mem-
bers, and consider a deliberate plan of
improving the effectiveness of this body
through administrative changes and
committee procedures rather than sim-
ply adding additional Members every
time a new State is admitted, for it is
not hard to visualize that someday there
might be far more than 50 States in the
Union.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto now cease.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

i Lg:r. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ect.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr, COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment, and I am not going to take the 5
minutes allotted me. I take the floor only
because I think we have overlooked one
approach that might come in for some
consideration, That is the approach to
establishing membership of this House on
the basis of the volume of services which
the Federal Government renders. You
know, when the figure of 435 Members
in this House was established, this was
1 Member of Congress for approxi-
mately each 500 Federal employees. To-
day there are 5,000 Federal employees
for every 1 Member of the House. I
am not suggesting a formula to equalize
the differential in this comparative ratio.
However, we may assume as a result of
this inerease in the number of Federal
employees that there are 10 times the
amount of Federal services being ren-
dered. I assume further that the work
of every congressional office is in propor-
tion to the services rendered by the Fed-~
eral Government. While it is too late
to do anything about it in the bill this
year, and because I may not be around
the next time a reapportionment bill
comes up, I suggest to the House this
might be food for thought as a formula
for future action of this body as far as
establishing the number of Members of
the House is concerned. Perhaps at that
time Congress can reassume certain of its
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constitutional power and authority which
in the last 25 years it has turned over to
the executive branch of the Government.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
TriMeLE] is timely. It is timely for the
reason, among others, that the new $80
million House Office Building is not yet
completed. Coming at this time, if there
are additional Members, it offers an op-
portunity to use the space that would be
dedicated to a swimming pool to provide
offices for some new Members.

If the amendment is adopted and the
membership substantially increased,
there are other features of the construc-
tion across the way that could well be
altered.

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, in
the debate on this bill a very important
matter has been overlooked. It might
very well be that nothing can be done
about it in the way of amendment to the
bill. However, it certainly ought to be
considered by the Judiciary Committee
at the appropriate time in separate legis-
lation.

Mr. Chairman, I called the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service and
found that 3,038,304 aliens were regis-
tered in 1961; that in Hawaii alone there
were 50,101. If these aliens had not been
counted in the apportionment, we would
have the equivalent of 7 or 8 more Mem-
bers of Congress representing American
citizens.

I was surprised when I learned what
the problem really was. However, I found
that a number of Members of Congress
did not realize that aliens were counted
in this apportionment. I do not see how
we are justified in taking care of just
three States, due to the fact that the Con-
gress brought in two additional States,
without giving consideration to taking
care of other States who lost representa-
tion due to the counting of aliens. Aliens
have no right to representation in the
U.S. Congress. Yet they do have, inas-
much as they are credited to the States
in which they reside for apportionment
purposes of the House of Representa-
tives. I just want to point out to the
House that even though it is too late to
do anything about it in this bill, I hope
before the next census comes around
some legislation can be had in the House
of Representatives to deal with this par-
ticular problem.

Mr. Chairman, with due deference to
everyone, I do not think this bill is fair
or good for the country.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. TRIMBLE].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr, Harris) there
were—ayes 51, noes 142,

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 22 of the
Act entitled “An Act to provide for the
fifteenth and subsequent decennial censuses
and to provide for apportionment of Repre-
sentatives in Congress”, approved June 18,
1929, as amended (2 U.S.C. 2a) is amended
by striking out “the then existing number
of Representatives” and inserting in lieu
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thereof “four hundred and thirty-eight Mem-~
bers of the House of Representatives".

Sec. 3. (a) The statement transmitted to
the Congress within the first week of the
first regular session of the Eighty-seventh

by the President in accordance with
subsection (a) of section 22 of the Act of
June 18, 1929, as amended, and the certifi-
cates sent to the executives of the States in

-accordance with subsection (b) of such sec-

tion 22 shall be of no force and effect for
the purpose of eflecting a reapportionment
under such section 22 of such Act of June
18, 1920,

(b) Within thirty days of the date of en-
actment of this Act, the President shall
transmit to the Congress a statement pre-
pared in accordance with the provisions of
such Act of June 18, 1929, as amended by
this Act, and such statement shall, for the
purposes of such Act of June 18, 1929, be
held and consldered to be the statement sub-
mitted in accordance with the requirements
of such Act for the apportionment of the
Eighty-elghth and the four subsequent Con-
gresses.

(c) Where a SBtate has redistricted after the
1060 apportionment but before the effective
date of this Act, such redistricting shall not
be invalidated by this Act if the number of
Representatives to which such State is en-
titled has not been affected by the provisions
of this Act: Provided, That a State which has
redistricted after the 1960 apportionment and
which becomes entitled to an additional Rep-
resentative by this Act may either redistrict
after the effective date of thls Aet or shall
elect the additional Representative at large.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
WaLTER: On page 3, line 1, strike out all after
the colon and insert a period.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, the
committee intends under this amend-
ment that Massachusetts, which has not
redistricted, and Pennsylvania, which re-
distrieted under the 1960 apportionment,
shall redistrict if the committee amend-
ment is adopted, or elect their respective
delegations at large, and that the re-
redistricting action taken by the State
of Missouri, pursuant to the 1960 Ap-
portionment Act, shall be of no effect.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. The amendment is agreed
to by the minority as well as the ma-
jority. It also assists the situation with
respect to the State of Missouri, and
permits them to return to their previous
districts in existence prior to the elim-
ination by recent legislation which was
requested by the Governor. Therefore
I think it is agreed to—there is no ques-
tion about it—by the Missouri delega-
tion and it is on their specific request
as well that this amendment is being
considered.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
that I think this amendment will ac-
complish the objective of the legislation
of limiting the inerease in Members of
the House to three. I therefore rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross to the
committee amendment offered by Mr. WaL-
TER: On page 3, line 2, after the comma,
strike the remainder of that line and all
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of lines 8, 4, 5, and 6 and insert the follow-
ing:

“That a State which becomes entitled to
an additional Representative by this Act
shall redistrict within 30 days after the
effective date of this Act or forfeit the addi-
tional Representative.”

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment very well speaks for itself.
I think these States ought to redistriet,
and redistrict immediately, if they are
to be the beneficiaries of this action this
afternoon.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman
explain the constitutionality of such a
provision of forfeiture?

Mr. GROSS. Perhaps I should say I
am glad I am not a lawyer, but what is
unconstitutional about it?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I asked the
gentleman whether he could support his
amendment with any -constitutional
precedent. It proposes a forfeiture, and
you do not want a State to forfeit a
Member in this House, do you? Where
is substance or authority for any such
action as that?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask the
gentleman if he would repeat so that
we may understand what the effect of
this amendment would be in a State like
Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALTER. The effect would be
that the redistricting provided for by
recent action of the legislature would
be nullified and it would be necessary
for the State to redistrict again. And
if it did not, then under title II of the
code, 2a(c) enacted in 1929 all of the
Members would have to run at large.

Mr. CORBETT. Does not the present
law provide that in the event a State
secures an additional Representative
and fails to redistrict only one Member
will run at large?

Mr. WALTER. Let me read the ap-
plicable section of the statute:

Until a State Is redistricted in the manner
provided by the law thereof after any appor-
tionment, the Representatives to which such
State is entitled under such apportionment
shall be elected in the following manner:
® & & (5) If there is a decrease in the num-
ber of Representatives and the number of
districts in such State exceeds such de-
creased number of Representatives, they
shall be elected from the State at large.

Mr. CORBETT. In view of the State's
action—and I am just asking for clarifi-
cation—when a State has already passed
a redistrieting bill, if this amendment
prevails it would have the effect of de-
clagng that law null and void, would it
no'

Mr. WALTER. It would supersede
that law. This would then be the law.

Mr. CORBETT. The present redis-
tricting law?

Mr. WALTER. That would be the ef-
fect; that is right.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, in
view of that I do not believe that we
should compel the government of the
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to pro-
ceed on a certain activity, and that is
what the effect of this amendment would
be.

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Do I
understand that the effect of this amend-
ment, with respect to the situation in
Pennsylvania where we had a special
session of the legislature and reappor-
tioned congressional districts into 27
seats, would be that we would have to
have another special session?

Mr. CORBETT. That is what the gen-
tleman tells me.

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Or else
everyone in the State runs at large?

Mr. CORBETT. That is what he is
saying.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CORBETT. I yield.

Mr. FULTON. The question arises as
to what time the amendment speaks of.
That is what I would like to ask the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. When does
it go into effect? That is the real ques-
tion here, because then what the gentle-
man’s amendment says is that those
States receiving extra Members must re-
district again from the time that the
statute goes into effect with the gentle-
man’'s amendment in it.

Mr. WALTER. The statute goes into
effect when it is signed, of course.

Mr. FULTON. In Pennsylvania you
would have to have another redistrict-
ing after signature by the President, even
though we have redistricted already and
might want to run one Member at large.

Mr. WALTER. That is exactly the
situation.

Mr, CORBETT. And the last date fto
file in Pennsylvania is next Monday,
March 12.

Mr. WALTER. The attorney general
of Pennsylvania and the Governor of
Pennsylvania are aware of this situa-
tion and they have advised me that a
careful perusal of the law discloses that
the new Reapportionment Act may be
enacted at any time within 60 days of
election.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, in
Pennsylvania people have already filed
for Congress in the districts which now
exist. I talked to the bureau of elec-
tions this afternoon at Hasrisburg and
there is some doubt as to the constitu-
tionality of any further act of redis-
tricting in Pennsylvania, because people
have already filed for Congress under the
present districts. How about that?

Mr. WALTER. I do not know what
provision of the constitution the gentle~
man is talking about, but what this pro-
poses to do is entirely legal and proper.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to speak in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
viously do not want to cut off any dis-
cussion by the distinguished gentleman,
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and I will be glad to yield to him in just
a moment. The objective of this amend-
ment, I might say to the Members of
this House, is to make sure that it will
accomplish what the gentleman from
Towa desires; namely, that the State of
Pennsylvania must redistrict, if it is go-
ing to get this additional Member. There
has been considerable discussion with
regard to the proposed amendment to
the amendment, and I will say this—
in my opinion, the amendment to the
amendment is totally out of order in that
the total concept of adding three House
Members has not been one of reward or
because a given State has lost its repre-
sentation.

If we were going to do that, we would
increase the total membership to 547 to
take care of all States losing member-
ship. This we obviously cannot support.
Concerning the amendment to the
amendment it was considered, I will say
to the gentleman from Iowa, as another
means of accomplishing what we in-
tended to accomplish and it could not
be supported on the merits. If it were,
you could end up with a situation where
Massachusetts, because it goes ahead
and redistricts, gets this additional seat,
but the State of Pennsylvania or the
State of Missouri would be denied their
seats, and particularly the State of Penn-
sylvania because it did not redistrict.
That would not be consistent with the
formula that has been used, the equal
proportionate method, and that would
not be consistent with the objective of
doing equity, namely, providing three
additional seats because of the admis-
sion of the two new States. This amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Jowa was given serious consideration by
the minority, in particular at the time
we were attempting to tie down this
agreement. We understand there is
agreement with the Governor. We un-
derstand there is agreement with the
attorney general that the State is, in
fact, going to consider areas where there
are problems in Pennsylvania, and I will
say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
in order to accomplish this, the legisla-
ture is going to have to reconsider the
present districting if they are going to
accomplish that in areas where they
have serious problems. If they agree to
do this, it is our position that the legis-
lation involved should require it, and that
is why the amendment being offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania was
proposed and that is why the minority
accepted it. If there are going to be new
seats, we do not want the States to re-
ceive them on the basis of a bonus.
Rather it is being done in the interest of
equity both to the three States and the
members presently seated in those
States.

This agreement has been made and
if it is going to be lived up to, and if it is
lived up to consistent with the Governor’s
and the attorney general’s amendment,
then there will be no harm done to any
other seated Member in the Pennsyl-
vania delegation.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment and the
amendment to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, under the bill reported
by the Judiciary Committee, the State
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of Missouri that will get the first Mem-
ber will now go back to its original
membership under the 1950 census. The
State of Pennsylvania that under the
1960 census lost three Members will un-
der the proposed law get one Member
who will run at large unless the Gov-
ernor of Pennsylvania calls another
special session of the legislature and
they can agree to redistrict. The State
of Massachusetts, not having redis-
tricted, can go ahead with its redistrict-
ing plans.

In the State of Pennsylvania the last
date to file petitions under the law as it
is on the statute books today will be
Monday, March 12, 1962. This bill we
are now considering cannot be passed
and signed by the President by Monday.
There are 27 seats in Pennsylvania. The
effect of the Walter amendment will
be to throw out all of the petitions that
are filed and declare all those petitions
null and void. Then the 28 Members of
the next Congress from Pennsylvania
will all have to run at large unless the
Governor of Pennsylvania calls another
special session of the Pennsylvania Leg-
islature and they can agree on a new
redistricting plan. For myself and the
other Members from Pennsylvania who
now represent a district, we have no
desire to run at large in our State.

I urge that the amendment to the
amendment and the amendment itself
both be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa to the committee
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question re-
curs on the committee amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

The question was taken, and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CraMeR) there
were—ayes 117, noes 94.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered and the Chair
appointed as tellers Mr. WALTER and Mr.
SAYLOR.

The Committee again divided, and the
fellers reported there were—ayes 121,
noes 65.

So the committee amendment was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Commifttee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ALBERT)
having assumed the chair, Mr. FLYNT,
Chairman of the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that that Committee having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
10264) to provide that the Jouse of Rep-
resentatives shall be composed of 438
Members beginning with the 88th Con-
gress, pursuant to House Resolution 555,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is
ordered.
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The question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. GrReeN of Penn-
sylvania) there were—ayes 128, noes 54.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time.

Mr. SAYL.OR. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a reading of the engrossed copy of the
bill.

IMPACT OF COLONEL GLENN'S
ORBITAL FLIGHT

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr.
Speaker, I received a letter from Gen.
Robert W. Porter, our representative at
the Permanent Military Deputies Group,
Central Treaty Organization, Ankara,
Turkey, which I would like to share with
my colleagues.

FEBRUARY 28, 1962.

DearR GeorGE: This brief note is to trans-
mit to you letters of congratulation which I
have recelved from my Pakistanl and Iran-
ian colleagues here in Ankara. Truly, the
Turks, Iranians, and Pakistanis were much
excited by this successful exploration into
space. It is having quite an impact on their
thinking.

USIS recelved a 16-millimeter film of the
Glenn flight this morning. A CENTO study
group composed of 40 officers from the 5
countries was in session here. The fllm was
shown to them at noon, The film is a fine
one and they were all much impressed and
pleased to see it. USIS did a fine job in get-
ting the short film here so soon.

Regards,

Sincerely,
R.W. PORTER, Jr.
Lieutenant General, U.S. Army.

One of the letters is from the Iranian
representative, Permanent Military Dep-
uties Group, Central Treaty Organiza-
tion, Ankara, Turkey, and reads:

FEBRUARY 21, 1962.

Dearn GEnErAL PorTER: Last night, owing
to a faulty telephone line in my house, I
was unable to express my joy and delight at
the success of your first orbital space flight,
which is not only a success for America, but
indeed for the whole free world.

Believe me In saying that the entire free
world rejoices In the success of that brave
pioneer of space flight, Astronaut John
Glenn, who orbited the earth three times.

I will now avall myself of this opportunity
to express my heartfelt and most sincere
congratulations on this brilliant and mag-
nificent accomplishment, and wish NASA,
under the watchful eyes of your young and
determined Fresident and the freedom-lov-
ing people of Amerleca, all the success for
their future projects.

Please accept yourself, and be good enough
to convey, If you are in correspondence with
our mutual friend General Rogers, the best
wishes of Mrs. Batmanglidj, myself and the
Iranian officers in Ankara, who are all striv-
ing for a common and noble goal, for this
wonderful achievement.

N. BATMANGLIDJ,
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Mr. Speaker, the following is a letter
from ILt. Gen. Sarfaraz Khan MC,
Pakistan’s permanent military deputy to
CENTO:

FEBRUARY 22, 1962.

Lt. Gen. RoperT W. PORTER, Jr.,

U.S. Representative, Permanent Military
Deputies Group, Central Treaty Organ-
ization, Ankara.

My Dear PorTeER: I offer you and through
you to all our American friends my own and
wife’'s heartiest congratulations on the suc-
cessful completion of John H. Glenn’s epic
voyage Into space and his safe return.

This historle event has thrilled the hearts
of all mankind to which your friends and
well-wishers claim the major share. As a
result of this outstanding achievement every
American can justifiably hold his head up
with pride and dignity and we who are closer
to you feel highly elated and share your well
deserved joy and happiness,

With the kindect personal regards.

Yours sincerely,
BarFarAz EHAN.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. DOYLE. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorp and
to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, on yester-
day, March 7, when there was voting on
rolleall No. 30, my name appears as one
of the 31 “not voting.” The occasion of
my not voting, Mr. Speaker, was caused
by the fact that, while I had been in
attendance on the floor of the House at
all times until a few minutes before this
roll was called, my secretary notified me
there was sudden illness on the part of
one of my immediate relatives at my
home in Arlington, and I was wanted
there at once; that no one was with per-
son ill. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, before
I left the floor I left a message that I
was called from the floor for the reason
above set forth, and asked for active
pair “aye” for bill number HR. 132 to
amend the Communications Act of 1934
to establish Federal matching grants for
construction of television facilities for
educational purposes. I would have
voted “aye” if present. Because there
was no active pair available to me I must
needs bear the record of not voting as
shown on page 3555 of the Recorbp.

Mr. Speaker, I naturally regret my ab-
sence even though it was absolutely
necessary for the reason stated. Up
until this first “not voting" record I be-
lieve I have 100-percent voting record for
all “yea” and “nay” rolleall votes from
the opening day of this 87th Congress.

STATEMENT BY HON. KENNETH E.
BELIEU, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY FOR INSTALLATION
AND LOGISTICS

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.
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‘Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to inform you and all the other
Members of this distinguished legisla-
tive body that at the open meeting of
the House Armed Services Committee
this morning, the statement by the As-
sistant Secretary of the Navy for Instal-
lations and Logistics, Hon. Kenneth E.
BeLieu, in support of naval fiscal 1963
military construction authorization pro-
gram was as follows:

There is a $9,196,000 project for the con-
struction of a 500-bed hospital at Long
Beach, Calif. This project is a result of
long-term studies by the Navy, Department
of Defense, and the Bureau of the Budget.
It will provide beds for Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, and Air Force personnel, including
dependents.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be able
to state that I am very certain that this
naval project for the construction of this
500-bed hospital at Long Beach, Los An-
geles County, Calif., is known to me per-
sonally to be a result of long and diligent
studies by the Navy, the Department of
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget.
I am able to do this because over 2 years
ago, at the request of the distinguished
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, Hon. CarL Vinson, I made a
field survey of naval hospital facilities
in the Los Angeles County area and also
including the Riverside County area.
This study and survey took me not only
to the Corona Hospital in Riverside
County, a former naval hospital facility,
but to El Toro, Riverside, March Field,
San Pedro, and the naval hospital ship
at Long Beach harbor. It also gave me
the benefit of hearing the analytical
statements made during that survey by
representatives of the Navy, by repre-
sentatives of the Department of Defense,
and by representatives of the Bureau of
the Budget. Much of my survey was in
company, presence and participation of
these distinguished gentlemen.

I will not at this time say anything
further, Mr. Speaker, but when the oc-
casion arises and the matter of authori-
zation and appropriation of this $9,196,-
000 is before this legislative tribunal I
will ask further opportunity to give this
House the benefit of further factual
knowledge of the situation which en-
tirely justifies the Navy in recommend-
ing this 500-bed hospital project at Long
Beach to commence at as early a date
as possible. Not least of all I am pleased
to have the presentation made before
the Armed Services Committee on yes-
terday that “It will provide beds for
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force
personnel, including dependents.” I be-
lieve it is true to fact that there is no
area in our beloved Nation that has been
and is more in need at this time, and
which area is much justified as it will
be to authorize and construct this hos-
pital which is to be used by those en-
titled thereto in the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, and Air Force, including their
worthy and legally entitled dependents.

SURPLUS MACHINE TOOLS FOR
- EDUCATION
Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the body of the Recorp and to
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include extraneous material in the form
of a table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Mr, MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I place in
the CoNGrEssIONAL REecorp herewith a
report made by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare which
shows that 5,191 machine tools of various
kinds were made available for educa-
tional institutions during the period July
through December 1961.

The acquisition cost of the machine
tools is shown as $8,854,118, however the
machines are of incalculable value since
they are placed in trade schools, indus-
trial schools, and engineering schools
across the Nation. Many of the tools
are placed in institutions in redevelop-
ment areas thereby aiding in the train-
ing of skilled workers and the forma-
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tion of a base for defense contracts and
other industrial enterprises,

It should be observed, Mr. Speaker,
that this public use of the public’s prop-
erty has proved to be of much greater
long-term value than sales of surplus
property which bring but a few cents on
the dollar to the Treasury and often
adversely affect the Nation’s economy.

I want to emphasize at this time the
fact that suggestions are now being
made which would result in the sub-
stantial elimination of this valuable and
productive program of donating prop-
erty to public and charitable institu-
tions in favor of sales of property which
would amount to distress sales and would
bring very little monetary return. From
the history of the pertinent legislation, I
am confident that Congress would view
such a departure with alarm and I trust
no steps will be taken to disturb the
present functioning of the donable pro-
gram. The full report follows:

Machine tools allocated for donation during the 1st half of fiscal year 1962 (includes both
Government-owned tools and contractor termination invenlory tools)

1st quarter, July |2d quarter, October | Total, July through
through September | through December December 1961
) 1961 1961
classi- Types of machine tools
fication
Num- | Acquisi- | Num- | Aecquisi- | Num- | Acquisi-
ber of | tiom cost | ber of | tion cost | berof | tion cost
tools tools
3411 | Borin 4 $14, 016 13 $40, 826 17 $55, 742
3412 noacﬁl.ng msehl.nm .......................................... 1 8, B43 1 B, 843
3413 | Drilling machines. ... ... .. ... 472 503, 466 245 280, 440 7 783, 006
3414 | Gear euttlns and finishing machines. ..~ |- .} oo oo 2 4, 746 2 4,746
3415 | Grinding 428 649, 9565 329 430, 251 7571 1, 080, 206
3416 | Lathes and screw machines. ... 408 | 1,355, 474 285 | 1,086, 068 603 | 2,441, 530
3417 | Milling £ 234 | 1,797, 563 155 814, 743 389 2, 612, 306
3418 | Planers. ... 3 11, 875 4 6,191 d 18, 066
3410 | Miscellaneous machines (such as shl\pars)- 603 457, B44 206 241, 652 089 699, 406
3441 | Bending and forming machines. .. ....... 47 173, 806 136 78, 359 383 247,165
3442 | Presses, hydraulic and pneumatic (power
ven). ... 1 2 31, 767 19 12, 809 46 44, 666
3443 | ] resses. mechanical (power driven). ... 29 27,787 27 10, 253 56 38, 040
3444 | Presses, 118 9, 786 28, 475 182 75, 261
3445 | Punching and shearin mnchl.nes 162 142, 186 80 , 735 242 204, 921
3446 | Forging machines and hammers. ......... 2 375 1 3 1, 700
3447 | Wire and meml rlbbnn inrm ing mnchinll 1 L ] e e ST 1 163
3448 | Riveting 2 1, 000 1 3,174 3 4,174
3440 Mismnnneou.u mondary metal forming
and 25 20,798 18 11, 323 43 32,121
3422 iscellaneous other Items in group
through| 34 not spoeiﬁcd .................. 434 260, 962 226 231,074 660 501, 036
L ) T s e A L e O | 8,280 | 5,508,753 | 1,002 | 3,345,365 | 5101 8,854, 118

CRUSADE FOR FREEDOM

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the ReEcorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, time and
again we have called for more imagina-
tion and initiative on the part of the
free world to win mankind to our side
in the struggle that will determine
whether freedom or communism shall
prevail,

So far we have failed to utilize the
great potential of people-to-people com-
munication, to expose the Communist
record of betrayal and cruelty; and by
contrast, educate the victims and the
dupes of communism to the fact that
freedom is the only way in which they
can live their lives as human beings, and
not as the pawns of despotism.

Our colleague, Representative PETER
W. Ropivo, Jr., of New Jersey, has re-
vealed one way in which we can over-
come our inertia, and stir the minds of
men again with the constructive revolu-
tionary faith in progress through free-
dom.

In the February 15 issue of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp, he told us of the
little-people-to-little-people program
that began when his young son decided
to write to Premier Khrushchev with the
thought that if he gets a fallout of let-
ters, he might stop the fallout of bombs.

He spoke to his chums about it; the
idea spread rapidly, and it was not long
before hundreds of children were writ-
ing to Khrushchev, The non-Commu-
nist world understands and is touched by
this spontaneous plea on the part of
youngsters. But older people who have
witnessed the aggressions and the
treacheries of communism are certain
that any appeal based on reason or
mercy will be interpreted by the Com-
munists as a sign of weakness, and will



1962

only whet their appetite for world
domination.

As Representative Robino says:

The project that we feel will be most ef-
fective is a massive worldwide effort, started
here in the United States, to discredit and
destroy the myth of communism in the
minds of men throughout the world. We
believe that an important task in this proj-
ect is to enlist the youngsters of our Nation
into this political warfare which we didn't
start, but which we do have to fight.

Congratulations to Representative
Ronino for pointing to the road ahead.

As the struggle against the tyranny
of communism will continue for decades
to come, our young people must be given
the best preparation to overcome the
threat.

The best protection against commu-
nism is to know the nature of the
enemy.

Our children must be taught to recog-
nize the symptoms of this disease, what
it feeds upon, and what is required to
prevent infection or to cure it.

They will learn of communism'’s con-
tempt for religion and human values; the
devious tactics it employs to confuse and
subvert; and how it enslaved its present
victims before they realized it. To grow
up to the healthy life of freemen, our
youngsters will need to know and honor
the Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution of the United States; the
way our representative form of govern-
ment has developed to meet every chal-
lenge in a changing world; our system
of equal justice under law; the rights
and responsibilities of freemen; the
great achievements of an open society,
as well as its greater potential.

So that—armed with truth—they may
bring hope and help to those who want
to live as independent men and not as
creatures of the state.

The average person does not speak the
mystifying language of diplomacy that
is employed in the dialog between
governments.

Thousands of miles—and other arti-
ficial barriers—separate Ivan and Sonya
in Moscow from John and Mary in New
York, but they have far more in common
than governments that are concerned
with mass issues and impersonal pro-
grams can comprehend.

Homes, children, food, jobs, family
budgets, friendship, individual problems
and hopes; these are the main interests
and the daily language of Russians in
Kiev, and Americans in Kalamazoo.

This is the area of understanding we
have neglected.

Only people-to-people communica-
tion can dispel fear and encourage con-
fidence and cooperation.

The diplomats call it & modus vivendi
between nations; the people call it
getting along with one another or live
and let live.

Even under communism, public opin-
ion cannot be ignored.

Through all the crosscurrents of in-
ternational tension and the awesome in-
struments of destruction that dwarf
the individual, and his ability in concert
with others to control them, Representa-
tive Ropmwo has reminded us of the
latent power of the people—East and
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West—to reassert human and spiritual
values.

People-to-people communication will
develop the practical wisdom to solve the
problems that threaten the family of
man.

EMBARGO ON TRADE WITH CUBA

Mr. EITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, when
the President issued his proclamation
on February 3, 1962, declaring an almost
total embargo on trade with Cuba to
prevent the flow of American dollars to
that country, our Communist-dominated
neighbor only 90 miles off our shore, I
am sure his action met with the complete
approval of my colleagues and the free-
dom-loving peoples of this and other
nations.

However, I, as Chairman of the Select
Committee on Export Control established
by House Resolution 403, recently learned
that on the advice of the Treasury De-
partment the embargo does not include
articles manufactured in third countries
from raw materials produced in Cuba
such as cigars manufactured by third
countries from tobacco of Cuban origin.

In an effort to clarify this matter, I
directed the following letter to the Hon-
orable Robert H. Knight, General Coun-
sel, Department of the Treasury, under
date of February 28, 1962, and received
a reply from him under date of March
7, 1962, which I also quote:

FEBRUARY 28, 1962,
Hon. RoperT H. ENIGHT,
General Counsel
Department of the Treasury,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. EN1GHT: In the proclamation of
the President on February 3, 1962, dealing
with an embargo on trade with Cuba, it is
stated in part:

“Hereby prohibit, effective 12:01 am.,,
eastern standard time, February 7, 1962,
the importation into the United States of all
goods of Cuban origin and all goods imported
from or through Cuba; and I hereby author-
ize and direct the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to carry out such prohibition, to make
such exceptions thereto, by license or other-
wise, as he determines to be consistent with
the effective operation of the embargo hereby
proclaimed, and to promulgate such rules
and regulations as may be necessary to per-
form such functions."

Information has come to the attention of
this Committee that the Foreign Assets Con-
trol Division of your Department recently
ruled that goods, including cigars made from
imports from Cuba, may be imported into
the United States from countries considered
friendly.

It is requested that you supply this com-
mittee with the following information:

1. Has the Foreign Assets Control Division
of your Department made such a ruling?

2. Furnish the date such a ruling was
made.

3. Supply any information available as to
the volume of any goods of Cuban origin
being imported into the United States at the
present time from other countries.
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4. Is there existent any legal authority to
preclude such imports into the United
States?

5. Under what authority was the ruling
made?

6. Any other specific detalls you may be
able to furnish to fully clarify this ruling.

Your prompt attention to this request
will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
A. Pavr KrrcHIN, Chairman.
THE GENERAL COUNSEL
OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, March 7, 1962.

Hon, A. Paur KrrcHIN, /

Chairman, Select Committee on Ezport Con-
trol, House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear MR, CHAIRMAN : In your letter of Feb-
ruary 28, 1962, you requested me to supply
information to your committee in answer to
a number of questions relating to the proc-
lamation of the President on February 3,
1962, dealing with an embargo on trade with
Cuba. The questions are answered below in
the order in which they were asked in your
letter:

1. The Foreign Assets Control of the
Treasury Department has not issued a rul-
ing, but in answering inquiries has pointed
out that the proclamation of the President,
and the statute under which it was issued,
do not prohibit the importation of goods,
including cigars, manufactured in third
countries from raw materials produced in
Cuba.

2. The above answer was given in reply to
a number of inguiries, commencing shortly
after the issuance of the President’s procla-
mation.

3. In accordance with instructions to col-
lectors of customs, no goods of Cuban origin,
within the meaning of the proclamation,
have been or are being imported into the
United States with the exception of a few
shipments specifically licensed by the For-
eign Assets Control because payment for
them to Cuba had already been made prior
to the proclamation of the President.

4, The Presidential proclamation prohibits
the importation, except pursuant to license,
of goods of Cuban origin., Authority exists
under section 65(b) of the act of October 6,
1917, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. B(b), to
prohibit the importation of goods manufac-
tured in third countries from raw materials
produced in Cuba. (See answer to question
6.)

5. See answer to 1 and 2 above.

6. In accordance with judicially estab-
lished principles of customs law, the term
“goods of Cuban origin” does not include
articles manufactured in third countries
from raw materials produced in Cuba. An
article is determined to be manufactured if
it undergoes a substantial transformation.
Thus, for example, cigars produced in a third
country in whole or in part from Cuban to-
bacco are considered to be manufactured in
that third country and would not be con-
sidered, under the court decisions mentioned
above, to be of Cuban origin.

The objective of the Presidential procla-
mation was to deprive the Castro Communist
regime of foreign-exchange earnings in the
United States which might be used to fi-
nance subversive activities. We are carefully
watching import statistics for any changes
in the pattern of the U.S. trade with other
countries which may result from the em-
bargo. So far it does not appear that
there has been any significant increase in
importations of cigars manufactured abroad
from Cuban tobacco. If it appears from
this or other sources that the objectives of
the embargo are being frustrated by the im-
portation of goods manufactured in other
countries which contain Cuban raw mate-
rials, then appropriate action will be taken
to fulfill the objectives of the embargo.
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I am enclosing herewith for the informa-
tion of your committee coples of the Treas-
ury Depdrtment regulations issued on Feb-
ruary 7, 1962, implementing the Presidential
proclamation. I trust that the information
given above will fill the needs of your com-
mittee. If not, we will be happy to furnish
any additional information that may be de-
sired.

Bincerely yours,
RoperT H. ENIGHT,
General Counsel.

To me this is a back-door approach,
enabling Cuba to obtain a supply of hard
cash, and thus further assisting that
Communist-dominated country to con-
tinue her aggressive subversive campaign
throughout Latin America. This repre-
sents a cloudy situation that probably
cannot be understood by our freedom-
loving peoples of the world who have a
sincere desire to halt the continued
spread of international communism.
Further, I am sure that our domestic
tobacco manufacturers cannot under-
stand it.

I will seek further facts relative to
this back-door approach to determine
whether anything can be done about it.

PRESIDENT'S REASONING ON EX-
PROPRIATION OF AMERICAN
PROPERTY IS UNSOUND

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to include a newspaper
article, !

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
in his press conference the President
assailed those of us who dared to chal-
lenge the action of a governor in one
of the states of Brazil in seizing an $8
million property belonzing to the Inter-
national Telephcne & Telegraph Co.
The President claims we should not be
critical of the Government of Brazil be-
cause of the actions of one of its gover-
nors. I am confounded by such naivete
on the part of our Chief Executive.
Perhaps his attitude explains the failure
of our foreign policy. Evidently he has
no intention of pursuing policies which
will protect American lives and property
anywhere in the world. Evidently he
believes that any illegal or immoral ac-
tion against the United States or its
people should be ignored because it may
offend some part of the Government re-
sponsible for such action.

Every Latin American expert has been
warning us that Brazil is very close to
going over completely into the Soviet
camp. ‘This expropriation was accom-
plished by the brother-in-law of the
President of Brazil, a man whose muscle
put the present head of Brazil in power
and yet our President asks us to believe
that the leader of that country has no
control of and no responsibility for the
action.

I believe the time has come, Mr.
Speaker, for Congress and the Ameri-
can people to let our President know
that we are no longer in a mood to sacri-
fice honor and prestige, the only real
guarantees for peace, for sniveling ac-
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quiescence in Communist takeover of
country after country.

As a part of these remarks I would like
to include the article from this morn-
ing’s Washington Post explaining the
President’s position.

EENNEDY Assaris IDEa oF BaRRING A TO
BraziL OvEr PHONE EXPROPRIATION

President Eennedy said yesterday that he
could think of nothing more unwise than a
proposed congressional resolution barring
aid to Brazil because the unfriendly gov-
ernor of one of its states has expropriated
a U.S.-owned phone company without full
compensation.

At his press conference Mr. Kennedy sald
the issue—involving an International Tele-
phone and Telegraph Co. subsidiary and Gov.
Leonel Brizola, Governor of Rio Grande do
Sul—was under negotiation between the
United States and Brazllian Governments,

He went on to term unwise a resolution
“which puts us In the position, not of dis-
agreement with a governor of a state, who
is not particularly our friend, but, instead,
really, with the whole Bragzilian nation,
which is vital and which iz key"” to US.
relations in Latin America.

The company involved contends the com-
pensation offered is far less than the value
of the phone concern. Mr. Eennedy sald
there is no dispute over expropriation, “pro-
viding the compensation is fair.”

He stressed the importance of Brazil, by
far the biggest Latin American nation, and
noted that its Presldent will vislt here in
April. He said that the United States should
“keep a senge of proportion” about this case,
adding that “we don’'t want to make (the
work of) those who dislike us * * * easier
by reacting to things which happen in a
way which strengthens them and weakens
the influence of the United States.”

ANSLEY WILCOX HOUSE,
BUFFALO, N.Y.

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, early in
this session I introduced & bill for the
acquisition and preservation of the Ans-
ley Wilcox House in Buffalo, N.¥., as
a national historic site.

This is one of the oldest houses in
Buffalo, and it is one of only four sites
outside of Washington, D.C., where the
presidential oath has been administered.
The people of the city of Buffalo have
expressed a genuine desire to cooperate
on a nonpartisan basis in bringing about
the preservation of this landmark as a
national shrine.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
wish to include an excerpt from a
brochure prepared by an interested
group of citizens in Buffalo, emphasiz-
ing the importance of this dwelling and
its preservation as a historical site
which should be of equal interest to the
city of Buffalo and to the Nation as a
whole:

To PRESERVE A NATIONAL LANDMARK IN Bur-

FALO—PRESIDENT THEODORE ROOSEVELT'S IN-

AUGURAL SITE AND A DISTINGUISHED ARCHI-
TECTURAL MONUMENT

The Ansley Wilcox House, located on Dela-
ware Avenue in Buffalo, is nationally re-
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nowned as the place in which Theodore
Roosevelt took the oath of office as President
of the United States, September 14, 1801,
following the tragic assassination of Presi-
dent McKinley. It is one of only four sites
outside Washington, D.C., where the Presi-
dential oath has been administered, the
others beilng the old Subtreasury Bullding In
New York City, where George Washington
was Inaugurated for his first term: Phila-
delphia’s Congress Hall, the scene of Wash-
ington’s second and John Adams’ Inaugura-
tion; and the homestead in Plymouth, Vt.,
where Calvin Coolidge was sworn in. The
house is thus a national historic landmark
of utmost significance.

Vital as is the preservation of this shrine
for the history of the Nation, its preserva-
tion is eqgually vital for the history of Buf-
falo. The Wilcox House was originally one
of the officers’ houses of the Poinsett Bar-
racks, which were established in Buffalo In
1838, following the Patriot War or Upper
Canada Rebellion, when feelings were still
running high. The Poinsett Barracks were
maintained by the U.S. Government as a
military post until the Mexican War. They
occupied the area bounded by Delaware Ave-
nue, North, Main, and Allen Streets. Ascon-
structed, the post consisted of a central pa-
rade, with the company barracks on the
north and south, the stables near Allen
Street, the guardhouse and main gate at
Main Street. The officers’ quarters which

‘faced on the parade, were bullt along Dela-

ware Avenue. Of these structures the Wil-
cox House alone, in greatly modified form,
has survived. Originally a double house, 1t
was occupled by the post surgeon, Dr. Wood,
whose wife was the daughter of Bachary
Taylor, later President. Gen. Bennet Riley
was commandant of the post at one period,
later to distinguish himself in the Mexican
War and as provisional Governor of Cali-
fornia.

The house is thus now in part nearly a
century and a quarter old, and is one of the
oldest dwellings in Buffalo. Architects and
architectural historians, concerned at the
less to our national culture heritage of so
many buildings in recent years, value the
house as an important example of postco-
lonial architecture, a building that should
be preserved. The National Trust for His-
torle Preservation and the American Instl-
tute of Architects are supporting the im-
perative matter of preserving this house.

After the U.B. Government relinguished
the Poinsett Barracks, the Wilcox House was
occupied successively by a number of promi-
nent Buffalonlans, including Joseph G. Mas-
ten, Albert P. Laning, and Frederick A. Bell.
It was the residence of Ansley Wilcox at the
time his friend, Theodore Roosevelt, took
the Presidential oath in 1901. Ansley Wilcox
was a Buffalo attorney and civic leader of na-
tional reputation, distinguished for his con-
tributions to the developing fleld of soclal
work and to the movement for civil service
reform at all levels of government. He was
a leader of the Charity Organization Society
of Buffalo (a ploneer among such organiza-
tions in the United States), active in ob-
talning lands for the New York State Reser-
vation at Niagara Falls, in the movement for
Jury reform, in State ballot reform, in spon-
soring the plan to separate municipal from
State and National elections to the end of
removing city aflairs from the influence of
State and National politics, and in the review
of public health laws. His influence, express-
ing itself directly in local actlvities and in
his membership in the councils of national
organizations, had national effect in stimu-
lating the movement for comparable reforms
and causes in many places.

WECR COMES OF AGE

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
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House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend my remarks, and include extrane-
ous matter,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, this week one of New York City's
great radio stations is celebrating its
21st birthday. WECR, the radio station
of Columbia University, has been in the
forefront of educational radio. Begin-
ning in a dormitory room with 14 stu-
dents broadcasting, the station now has
seven studios, three control rooms, a
news room, a record library, and serves
the entire New York metropolitan area.
WECR plans to apply to the FCC for a
construction permit and authorization to
increase its power to 21,000 watts. If ap-
proved, the station in October 1962 will
be the most powerful FM station in the
northeast.

Besides the valuable experience and
training Columbia University students
have gained by operating the station,
which is done without faculty super-
vision, WKCR has performed an invalu-
able service to the community by the
high quality of its programing. It is the
only FM station in New York City to
broadcast the complete proceedings of
the U.N. General Assembly during 1960,
1961, and 1962. WKCR exclusively re-
corded and broadcast the 1959 Radner
lectures delivered at Columbia Univer-
sity by former President Harry S, Tru-
man. Interviews of President Kennedy,
Speaker MecCormack, Senator Hum-
phrey, and many other national leaders
with Columbia University students have
been presented.

Presently WKCR is presenting a series
of programs which examine current
issues on civil liberties and the Bill of
Rights. On March 1 WECR began a
series of lectures by the controversial
philosopher, Ayn Rand. During this ses-
sion WEKCR initiated a series of great
artists recitals broadcast live from the
Columbia campus with such noted
artists as Claudio Arrau, Garry Graff-
man and Leonard Rose. Every Thurs-
day evening the station broadcasts a
series called Capitol Hill Report in which
the activities of the Congress during the
past week are reviewed.

In recognition of the public service role
of the station WKCR has received a $500
grant from the Louis M. Rabinowitz
Foundation to be used next fall for a
series of programs examining the issues
of disarmament.

The radio station of Columbia Uni-
versity is a fine example of the benefits
to the public of educational radio. By
bringing important issues, events, and
personalities into the homes of many, it
has increased the education and aware-
ness of our citizens. WEKCR and similar
stations are serving democracy well.
Yesterday we passed a measure to pro-
vide Federal aid to educational tele-
vision. The role of educational radio
should not be overlooked.

Mr. Speaker, WKCR deserves our en-
couragement and congratulations for en-
riching the lives of its listeners and for
contributing so much to the cultural un-
derstanding of New Yorkers.
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NEW TARIFF AND TRADE POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. James C. Davis]
is recognized for 2 hours.

Is the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SayvLor] seeking recognition?

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, does it
take unanimous consent to withdraw
the request for engrossment of the bill?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the
gentleman withdraws his request, we can
proceed with the bill.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my re-
quest for an engrossed copy of the bill
H.R. 10264.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec~
tion is heard.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. JameEs C.
Davis] yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. I yield, Mr.
Speaker, for that purpose.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]
will state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, was it
necessary to get unanimous consent to
withdraw a request for an engrossed
copy?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was
not, but the objection was tantamount
to a demand for the reading of the en-
grossed bill, which any Member can
make.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, a further
parliamentary inquiry?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, is the
House in session tomorrow, or was there
agreement to go over until Monday?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state to the gentleman from
New York that there has been no agree-
ment on that subject.

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Mr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HupbLES-
ToN] may revise and extend his remarks
following my own remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker,
I further ask unanimous consent that
following the remarks of the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr, HupbpLEsToNn] the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FISHER]
may revise and extend his remarks; and
that following that, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. MooreHEAD] and the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. DorN]
may revise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBERT). Does the gentleman from
Georgia yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. 1 yield, Mr.
Speaker,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, is it pos-
sible to get an engrossed copy back with
expedition, say in an hour or 2 hours?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise that it would take
longer than that.

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that following
the remarks arranged for by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DorN],
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Utr]l may extend his remarks; and that
the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. Moorel may extend his remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Georgia?

There was no objection.

THE NEW TARIFF AND TRADE BILL

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker,
we have been deluged in the past several
months with incessant propaganda fa-
voring the new tariff and trade bill. It
is about time that those who have some
questions about it enter the discussion.

One aspect of the new bill that is given
a great deal of attention is the proposed
negotiations with the Common Market
of Europe.

The whole hill, HR. 9900, represents
a drastic departure from previous trade
agreements legislation, But the pro-
posal relating to the Common Market
is probably the most drastic of all, be-
cause it would in a few years lead to
complete elimination of import duty on
some important foreign-made products
to the injury of American products, with-
out any offsetting relief.

I think it is imperative that we learn
the various possibilities, and what is im-
plied in this projected relationship with
Europe. There are really two aspects.
One relates to trade. The other is po-
litical and could produce far-reaching
consequences, such as unrestricted im-
migration after a few years.

The Treaty of Rome which is the basic
agreement on which the Common Mar-
ket rests, provides for the free movement
of workers from country to country, and
a common social security. U.S. aline-
ment could extend this to the United
States.

Whatever denials may be made now,
we may be sure that the present tariff
proposal represents no more than the
thin edge of the blade to make an open-
ing. After that the wider opening of
the door will be regarded as easier.

What we face is a proposal that in 10
years’ time would down-level the United
States, in order to meet Europe on her
way up. However, this would not be
all. The next step would be more down-
leveling to meet the underdeveloped
countries on their way up.

A reading of the literature of the State
Department and allied agencies such as
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AID, the Peace Corps, and so forth,
leaves no doubt that this is the grand
design of our evolving national policy.
The relative well-being of this country
is regarded with discomfort and an
apologetic stance, other people may envy
us, and unless we share our progress with
them, they will combine with Russia and
take our leadership and well-being away
from us.

There are those who make the bald
assertion that this country could not
survive any other course. First, of
course, we must aline ourselves with the
Common Market. If we do not do so,
we will suffocate in the world alone. If
we do so, we will be able to stand off
Russia,

However, we know from numerous
statements that this is not the final goal.
This goal would be the same as it is even
if Russia evaporated and vanished from
the scene. Russia merely offers a very
handy excuse.

We have already witnessed how cer-
tain distant goals are approached. We
have a perfect example in the Trade
Agreements Act itself.

For years it was the avowed and
widely declared policy, reaching from
President Roosevelt to President Eisen-
hower, that it was not the purpose of
the trade agreements program to injure
or jeopardize domestic industry. This
no-injury policy was openly and ex-
pressly supported by Secretary of State
Hull and all his successors and assist-
ants, as they testified successively over
the years before the committees of Con-
gress, namely, the House Ways and
Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee,

In recent years the failure of these
many promises has become clear beyond
further concealment. The escape clause
that was provided by Congress to assure
proper machinery through which the
solemn avowals could be kept, became in
effect the burial ground. Only 10 per-
cent of the more than 100 complaints
brought before the Tariff Commission
during the past 12 or 13 years succeeded
in obtaining a remedy against injury, in
the form of tariff increases.

Even the paltry number of these cases
that succeeded caused gnashing of teeth
among the one-world element who never
did sympathize with the purposes of the
escape clause. They deplored the very
existence of both the peril point provi-
sion of the act and the escape clause.

As I was saying, the Members of Con-
gress were becoming aware of the failure
of the escape clause and a large number
of them, possibly a majority, have been
ready to do something about it legis-
latively.

Now, instead of honoring the promises
of the preceding Presidents, we find a
change of direction.

No extension of the Trade Agreements
Act as we know it is proposed. It is
abandoned; and with it the no-injury
policy.

Thus does the one-world free-trade
element propose to run out on Congress
now that Congress has caught up with
their maneuvering. This is the group
that is behind the new bill and making
all the billowing noise.
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Now, let us get this point. We cannot
understand the maneuver and the hol-
lowness of the new promises unless we
trace the continuity of the policy of
these promoters of the new trade pro-
gram. They have not changed position
at all.” They have been trying to de-
stroy Congress’ constitutional jurisdic-
tion over tariffs and import duties, and
they have been against congressional
strings on the State Department pow-
ers all along. They were merely singing
their chorus in the wilderness.

Now, without being elected, they are
in power.

When they say that they seck merely
an alinement or an association with the
Common Market they are peddling
sleeping pills. This is not their goal;
possibly not even a way station.

Let us assume that Congress gave
them the power they have prevailed on
the President to ask for. There is a
good prospect that in a few years’ time
they would be capable and ready to do
what they are now doing; that is, un-
abashedly repudiating past promises.
They would think, and probably rightly
so, that if Congress was simple enough
to grant them unlimited powers in the
face of the record under the escape
clause, Congress would get what we de-
serve, namely, exclusion from the exer-
cise of power over foreign commerce.
The provision of the Constitution that
vests the Congress with power to make
the tariffs and to regulate foreign com-
merce has been treated with contempt
and would now be brushed aside if H.R.
9900 were passed as written.

Only a shadow of the peril point would
remain and the escape clause would be
pushed back to the l-yard line and
might as well be forgotten. The pro-
posal to substitute adjustment assist-
ance for the preventive and remedial
measures, that is, the peril point and
the escape clause, would be to substitute
Federal subsidies or handouts and sup-
port from the Treasury for the system

provided by Congress. It would drive

both industry and labor that are over-
come by low-wage import competition
into the arms of the Government. De-
pendence on Federal assistance would,
of course, carry with it Federal control
and direction.

During the past decade Congress has
legislated with the intent of strengthen-
ing, rather than weakening or eliminat-
ing the escape clause. The new proposal
flies in the face of this position and
seeks with one fell swoop to reverse it.
In this sense and in this sense alone the
proposal may be described as “bold.” I
should say that it is presumptuous
rather than bold or imaginary.

Association with the Common Market
would not stand alone, as I have already
said. Every tariff- reduction that we
would make to the six Common Market
countries would be extended automati-
cally to all the other non-Communist
counfries including Japan and Hong
Eong, India, and so forth. It would also
include Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and
Poland.

The power to reduce tariffs another 50
percent would mean virtually disman-
tling what is left of the tariff. Its pro-
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tective effect has already been reduced
about 80 percent since 1934, In many
instances it is already too low. On a
number of important items complete
elimination of the tariff is proposed. All
items on which the tariff is now only 5
percent or less would be subject to this;
also tropical woods of several varieties
and an unknown number of products
that have until now been largely traded
between this country and the Common
Market. Chemicals and machinery and
automobiles are thought to be in this
category.

What seems to be overlooked is that
free trade in these products must inevi-
tably also be extended to the other coun-
tries mentioned. Before long Japan
would be challenging the European
countries in this market and would prob-
ably drive them out.

Contrast this proposal with the re-
fusal of a number of the European coun-
tries to extend even the GATT-reduced
tariff rates to Japan.

This is why I say that H.R. 9900, the
tariff bill, as now written, is a blueprint
for the down-leveling of the United
States, with our commerce regulated nct
by the Congress, and not even by the
State Department, but by an interna-
tional organization that is already in
existence, namely, the OECD or Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and
Development. The way was paved for
this last year when the other body rati-
fied U.S. membership in that interna-
tional organization,

The intent must be obvious. It is not
trade with Europe that is sought. That
is a smokescreen. If is free trade, with
the sacrifice of a number of American
industries, and the removal, relocation
and retraining of thousands of victim-
ized workers.

Our imports from Europe increased by
300 percent from 1950 to 1960. Our ex-
ports rose by 112 percent. This does not
look like a restricted trade.

Meantime employment in a number of
important industries in this country has
declined. Industrial employment has
fallen behind our population growth.
How will our industries grow as they
must, in order to put our fast-growing
labor force to work, if our industries are
to be confronted with the prospects of
sharpening import competition as this
bill would invite?

Mr. Speaker, when imports have in-
creased 300 percent in 10 years from the
Common Market, further tariff reduc-
tion, with extension of these reductions
to other countries, would represent
slaughter of our industries. The gues-
tion is: To what end? For what pur-
pose? What is behind the proposal?
Where did it come from? On what phil-
osophic base does it rest?

I think some of these guestions have
already been answered; and the answers
are not reassuring to those of us who
wish to maintain both our industrial
system and our constitutional system.
These are strong words but strong words
are called for. The President has been
subjected to a propaganda squeeze the
like of which is seldom seen. Instead
of legislation to weaken and destroy
American industry, we need legislation
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under which our industries could face
the future with confidence. Instead they
are offered an outlook of discouragement
and a bleak future.

This was bad enough already, and
hundreds of our industries have gone
overseas for insurance against what they
not only see coming, but for what in
many cases is already here; namely, ris-
ing competition from abroad that en-
joys many advantages that are not avail-
able to domestic industries.

Whatever may be done in respect to
reducing tariffs, there still remains a
great obstacle to impede and hinder our
trading with the Common Market coun-
tries—and for that matter all other
countries. That obstacle is our inability
to compete price-wise with manufactur-
ers in Europe, Japan, and other foreign
manufacturing countries.

Their cost of production is consider-
ably lower than ours.

They not only are taking our foreign
markets because of lower prices—they
are also taking over our domestic mar-
ket here at home. Look at the European
automobiles on the streets and high-
wWays.

Look at the textiles in the stores and
shops.

In this connection I call your atten-
tion to the following comment from the
r;:mh 8 edition of the Wall Street Jour-

IMPORTANCE PLAYED DowN

One major industry affected, the automo-
bile business, tended to play down the im-
portance of the agreements. “Tariff cuts in
themselves aren't going to mean a great deal
to a U.S. car maker,"” says a spokesman for
Ford Motor Co.’s international division. The

cuts mean reductions of up to $200 in the

price of an American car in the Common
Market nations, and even more in the United
Kingdom. But these cuts are so slight a per-
centage of the cost of the car that most mak«
ers don’t expect to add many sales. To ll-
lustrate: In France, an American compact
such as Ford Motor Co.'s Comet sells for
$4,788; a typical French small car costs about
$1,200.

And in some nations the cost of a US.
automobile will rise because of the tariff
agreement. In Germany, for example, a
Comet sells for $3,800 against $1,100 for a
German-made small car. But in Germany
the current duty on a U.S. compact is less
than the new rate of 22 percent, so the car's
price will rise as the levy goes up. Added
to this is the fact that Europe hasn't been
much of a market for U.S.-bullt cars for a
long time; in 1960, only 31 million of autos
were shipped to Common Market nations,
and shipments in the first 9 months of 1961
were 17.3 percent below the 1960 pace.

I have received a letter written to me
on March 1 by the president of the At-
lantic Steel Co. in Aflanta presenting
facts which call for serious consideration
as we ftry to solve these problems. The
letter is as follows:

ATrLanTIC STEEL CO.,
Atlanta, Ga., March 1, 1962.
Hon, James C. Davis,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr JUDGE Davis: I realize there are many
aspects to the import competition problem
which you must consider to properly repre-
sent your constituents and give full con-
sideration to the problem of what is best
for the American economy. I would be un-
falr to my company's 1,600 employees and
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2,200 stockholders, however, if I did not again
call your attention to the seriousness of this
situation. To cooperate fully with our
friends abroad will inevitably lead to busi-
ness failures in the United States and a gen-
eral deterioration of our economy.

I am sure you agree that the American
steel industry, as well as individual com-
panies such as ours, should not be dismissed
as expendable and of no consequence in our
American economy or our national security.
I am therefore taking the liberty of giving
your some figures recently available on our
1961 experience with foreign competition:

In 1961 imports of barbed wire into the
United States amounted to 82,446 tons. Do-
mestic shipments, from all U.S. mills, were
only 73,981 tons. Imports therefore ac-
counted for 52.7 percent of the total barbed
wire market.

‘We imported 245,211 tons of wire nalls last
year. American millse shipped 331,619 tons,
making imports 42.5 percent of the nail mar-
ket. (Over 20,000 tons were imported from
pro-Communist Yugoslavia.)

The administration's proposal to cut tar-
iffs in half, including the already negligible
levy on steel, can hardly be expected to help
our steel industry. Our experlence last year
with the European Common Market was:

[In tons)

Country Imports from|{ Exportsto
Netherlands. - __ ... . __ 51,282 18, 465
Lu bourg 1,076, 819 12,833
France. 332,034 7,243
West Germany. « -ccaceees 522, 860 266
177 S Gl e S AT 47, 726 78, 587
osako ot 2,030, 721 199, 304

Total imports last year of ali steel products
were 3,322,626 tons. Exports were 2,228,550,
with about 20 percent going to Canada and
almost 10 percent to Pakistan.

I hope you will find these figures of some
interest and perhaps be of help to you in
considering this vital problem.

Cordially,
Howarp B. JoHNSON,
President.

We will have to reduce our costs if we
are to compete, or other countries will
have to bring their costs up to ours. We
have no control over the latter. We
must exercise our powers at home in this
country.

Let us look at the difference in costs
in different lines of merchandise in this
country as compared with foreign costs
and prices.

In 1960 we imported $14 million worth
of shirts, mostly from the Far East. In
this country the factory cost of a shirt
would be from $1.50 to $2. On this basis
the $14 million of imports would have
meant from T to 10 million shirts. Ac-
tually the number was 24 million im-
ported shirts, or 58 cents per shirt.

Now suppose that we undertook to ex-
port shirts at our prices. The results
have not been very favorable, Against
imports of $14 million we exported a lit-
tle below $7 million of cotton shirts in
1960.

Sewing machines offer us another ex-
ample. In 1960 we imported $28 million
worth. We exported 37,000 machines
valued at $2,236,000 or $60 per machine.
The imports amounted to a million ma-
chines and were valued at $28 compared
to our export value of $60 per machine,

Yet another example is found in port-
able typewriters. Imports in 1960 were
$16 million. This was 436,000 typewrit-
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ers or $34 per machine. This was equal
to 40 percent of our own factory ship-
ments. Compared with the import price
of $34 per machine the domestic port-
able was shipped at an average price of
about $70. We exported 8,575 portable
typewriters compared with imports of
50 times as many.

A final example is the portable radio.
We imported $56 million worth in 1960.
How many radios was that? It was 6
million, at a cost of $9 each. The whole-
sale U.S. price by the manufacturer was
about $25 per set. We exported less
than a hundred thousand while we im-
ported 6 million.

The list could be continued to include
a large number of products.

What can we expect with the disparity
in costs?

It will do liffle good to induce other
countries to reduce their tariffs, espe-
cially since the reductions granted to us
will also be extended to many of our for-
eign competitors.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this tariff
bill as written would not help our ex-
ports because it would make us no more
competitive abroad than we are, while
it would greatly increase imports by
opening wider our market.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I
am glad to have this opportunity to join
with the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
James C. Davis] and to say that I agree
with his position.

This is no time to plunge headlong
into more tariff reductions, with all cau-
tion and nearly all safeguards thrown
to the wind. On the contrary. The em-
ployment problem, not merely just now,
but in the years ahead, with more than
a million new workers joining the labor
force each year is entirely too serious to
justify a wider opening of the doors to
competitive imports.

We know that today, with our reduced
tariff rates, imports are already the
cause of much unemployment. Scores
of industries from coal, glass, pottery,
and bicycles to textiles, athletic goods,
carpets, wool, tile, fish, and many others,
have been badly hurt by imports; and
we must not make the mistake of think-
ing that the direet displacement of
workers by imports represents the only
damage to employment caused by im-
ports.

Many an industry has not expanded
as it would otherwise have done and
has therefore not hired additional work-
ers because rising import competition
killed the market prospects. It is a well-
recorded fact that in industry after in-
dustry in the past 10 or 12 years imports
rapidly captured increasing shares of the
market, sometimes reaching as high as
50 percent, and even more. Under these
circumstances any industry would have
been foolhardy or irresponsible to ex-
pand by adding plant capacity or build-
ing new plants.

The turning down of the damper on
expansion has nof been confined to a
few small, inefficient industries. I have
only to ask, how much has the steel in-
dustry expanded in the past 10 years?
How much has the autcmobile industry
expanded? The fact is that instead of
expanding in this country the automobile
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industry has expanded abroad. The
Ford Motor Co. preferred the prospects in
England for capital investment over the
outlook in the United States and in 1960
sent $365 million into the automobile
industry there rather than investing it
in this country.

So far as employment is concerned the
trend has been downward in both the
automobile and the steel industry. This
meant that these giant industries were
not only not absorbing their share of
the million and several hundred thou-
sand oncoming new workers each year
but were actually adding to the number
of unemployed.

If these two giant industries that are
moted for their advanced technology,
mass production and industrial leader-
ship have been unable to contribute to
the solution of the unemployment proh-
lem how could we expect the import-
vulnerable smaller industries to do so?

One of the retarding influences has
been import competition. Rising im-
ports, beyond discouraging domestic ex-
pansion, also compel automation and the
installation of laborsaving devices as a
means of reducing costs.

The destructive effects on employment
inflicted by competitive imports have
been most clearly demonstrated in the
textile industry. In that industry, bat-
‘tered by rapidly rising imports from
Japan, Hong Kong, and Europe, employ-
ment fell sharply. Again, not all of this
decline was caused by imports but more
of it than is generally acknowledged.
Had the automobile and steel industries
been divided into as many individual
firms, ranging from small to medium to
large, with many of them specializing in
particular products that were particu-
larly hard hit by imports, as was the
case in the textile industry, they too
would have suffered more than they did.
This is not a plea for bigness. It is
merely an observation of the destructive
effects produced by rising import com-
petition ranging over a broad line of
goods, as happened in the textile
industry.

This is also not to say that the tex-
tile industry suffered because of inef-
ficiency. The very fact that import
competition caused company consolida-
tions and mergers to improve the com-
petitive position merely demonstrates
how this competition led to action
that resulted in throwing people out of
work. Automation and cost-saving steps
can come too fast for the absorptive
power of the economy, especially if the
same pressure exists in many areas
simultaneously. Each community and
industries have employment problems
of their own. They do well to pick up
their share of the new additions to the
work force, let alone hiring the unem-
ployed.

Mr. Speaker, it should be obvious that
one cannot simply look to greater pro-
ductivity per man-hour as a means of
solving our employment problems. We
may indeed achieve growth in this man-
ner: but this growth may go hand in
hand with less employment. There is
much evidence of this. Industry after
industry in the past 10 years has in-
creased its output while employment
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either declined, stood still, or grew less
rapidly than the output.

The bituminous coal industry pro-
vides one of the best examples of what
a great leap in productivity may do.
The output per man-hour from 1950 to
1960 was increased from 6.7 tons per
man per day to 12.2 tons. This was an
increase of nearly 85 percent.

Unfortunately this phenomenal in-
crease in productivity did not lead to
more consumption. It merely prevented
the demise of the coal industry. Pro-
duction dropped from over 500 million
tons in 1950 to 412 million tons in 1960,
or about 20 percent. This was bad
enough, but employment hit a toboggan
slide, falling from 415,000 in 1950 to
170,000 in 1960, for a drop of 59 per-
cent.

This shows how wrong we can be when
we simply assume that all we need to
do in order to meet the import problem
is to become more efficient. This might
work except for one thing, and that is
employment. In the case of bituminous
coal the rise in productivity was so great
that we were even able to export coal to
Europe to the point where they put on
restrictions; but oil and gas development
held down the domestic market. The
result was a drastic drop in employment.

In other instances, instead of com-
peting products preventing a growth of
the market, imports produce the same
effect. When a domestic industry in-
stalls laborsaving devices in a desper-
ate effort to avoid being driven out of its
own market by imports and succeeds
in holding its own because it has re-
duced its costs, it will inevitably throw
people out of work. It will help swell
the unemployment rolls, rather than ab-
sorbing its share of the new workers
looking for jobs each year. It will con-
tribute to the hard core of unemploy-
ment rather than helping to relieve it.

Mr. Speaker, we should get over the
faulty notion, so often expressed even
by leading businessmen, that all that
we need do to meet our import problem
and to avoid being pushed back in our
export markets by our foreign competi-
tors is to become more efficient, to sell
harder, and so forth. Again, this would
be fine except for the employment angle.
Greater efficiency helps only when it
leads to greater consumption of the
product. Unfortunately even when
greater consumption takes place, which
is not always true, it will not add to the
number of workers employed in this
country if imports are gaining in their
share of the market, as is so often the
case.

Net unemployment then results. The
workers displaced by machinery are not
replaced because fewer workers can now
produce the total output.

There is a completely false notion that
discouragement of industrial expansion
by imports is limited to the smaller and
less efficient industries. This is not true.

We have only to ask once more how
much the steel industry has grown in
recent years, or the automobile indus-
try. Both have lost employment. Em-
ployment in blast furnaces, rolling mills
and steelworks actually dropped from
611,000 workers in 1950 to 569,000 in
1960, for a decline of 42,000 workers.
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What did this mean? It meant that
unless unemployment was to grow, some
other industry or commercial activity
would have to pick up not only these
42,000 but another 104,000, if the new
workers resulting from population
growth were to be absorbed. The
growth in population in the 10-year
period was 18.4 percent.

The steel industry until 1959 was a
considerable net exporter of steel. In
the past 2 years the imported tonnage
has exceeded exports by a considerable
margin. Steel production in the re-
mainder of the world has expanded
much faster than in this country. Our
share of world production has dropped
to 26 percent from a level of 46 percent
in the past 10 years.

Does this situation give much hope
of the expansion of the steel industry
to a point where it will no longer drop
workers but add some from year to year?

The motor vehicle and equipment in-
dustry lost 44,000 workers in the same
10-year period. Yet it has to be said
that this industry represented the very
essence of mass production in this coun-
try. It, too, has moved from a net export
position to a net import position.

It is also a common habit to say that
only the smaller and less efficient in-
dustries need tariff protection. A report
of the so-called Boggs subcommittee of
the Joint Economic Committee, which
held hearings on foreign economic policy
in 1961 said:

These industries (i.e., those that are vul-
nerable to import competition) are not apt
to prosper even if protected. There is, in
fact, every evidence that they are stagnant
or declining—the victims of changing
fashions or technology, or of resource ex-
haustion. Even an increase of tariffis with
respect to these industries would do nothing
to arrest their decline,

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a libel on
many of our industries and shows a
shocking lack of sympathy for our in-
dustries that are not only in the throes
of technological change and shifts in
consumer demand but also afflicted by
import competition.

The diagnosis is false, as the diffi-
culties of the automobile and steel indus-
tries illustrate. The implications of the
attitude expressed are callous and totally
without concern for the difficulties in
which scores of our industries find
themselves. The answer is then sup-
posed to be greater efficiency.

This view is totally devoid of any
sense or understanding of the problem.
Increased efficiency, under some circum-
stances, as we have seen, will only com-
pound the economic problem. Perhaps
that is what the report wants to em-
phasize. The fact is that greater ef-
ficiency by itself will under certain con-
ditions only represent the dog chasing
its own tail. The greater the efficiency,
so long as important competition is not
only at the door but on the inside, the
greater the displacement of workers
without meeting the problem. Then
more efficiency is called for because we
need to export more in order to expand
and grow; but this greater efficiency
only throws yet more people out of work
because imports capture any expanding
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market that may result from a relative
lowering of the cost of the product.

Mr. Speaker, all but a half dozen of
our industries, such as aircraft, elec-
tronics, synthetics, et cetera, are facing
a very difficult future, besieged as they
are by sharp and growing import com-
petition. It helps very little indeed for
professors and report writers to sit on
the sidelines and applaud import com-
petition while belittling the efforts of
our own industries to remain alive and
accusing them of inefficiency, backward-
ness, and stagnatioin.

One would think there would be some
comprehension of the struggle of these
industries and compassion for them and
their workers. One looks in vain for a
spark of real concern over these tribu-
lations. Oh, if they were foreign con-
cerns and workers in a foreign counfry
we would be running to them with bas-
ketsful of money and aid, no doubt; but
since they are merely Americans and
taxpayers there seems to be a readiness
to take them for granted.

This is a strange attitude indeed.
When we take into account the fact
that it is the burdens placed on our
producers by law that in great part
has made it difficult to compete with
imports, it becomes particularly difficult
to understand those who have neither a
kind word for, nor appreciation of, the
great work of our industries. I do not
say that these burdens are wrong; but
they are a fact. No other country has
minimum wages that are within shout~
ing distance of ours. Hours of work are
longer. Our tax laws are tougher in
many respects. No one can doubt that
our industries eould compete handily if
they paid wages as low as those that
prevail abroad; yet no one suggests that
we try this, and I, for one, would not be
for it. It would be self-defeating.

Nevertheless, facts are facts and we
do have higher costs of production and
there is not much outside of displacing
workers by machines that can be done
about it. Yet if we resort to that we
are faced with increasing unemployment.
We should not be surprised at the move-
ment of billions of dollars of our capi-
tal overseas under these circumstances.
This, however, does not help the situa-
tion. In some respects it aggravates it.

What is needed is not a tariff bill that
will only make matters worse, by expos-
ing more industries to the bite of im-
port competition or to a sharper bite
if they are already exposed.

Exports are fine but they cannot be-
gin to solve the unemployment problem,
especially since they cannot be greatly
increased without increasing competi-
tive imports at the same time.

It would make much better sense fo
assure our industries of fair market com-
petition through suitable tariffs and
quotas, so that they could expand with
confidence, knowing that their market
would not be taken away by low-wage-
based competition. With a brighter
market outlock more industries would
blossom rather than wither and em-
ployment would expand here rather than
being shifted overseas.

Unless we do this our chronic unem-
ployment will increase as the years go
by and the professors will wonder why.
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Mr. Speaker, I join wholeheartedly
with the gentleman from Georgia in his
objection to H.R. 9900. I feel that we
should provide the proper safeguards,
which we do not have even now, rather
than taking away what little there is.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, as the
House moves closer to the debate on the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 some
Members find that they are being labeled
“provincial” or “parochial” in their
thinking about foreign trade merely be-
cause they are raising questions about
provisions of the proposed act. Epithets
will not deter the Members from doing
their duty. There is not a Member of
this body who does not take his respon-
sibilities to his district, his State, and
the Nation with the utmost seriousness.
People who lose their tempers in the heat
of debate often confuse fact and fancy.
H.R. 9900 is an unprecedented measure.
It goes far beyond anything the Congress
has ever done before in the field of for-
eign trade policy. For this reason, if
for no other, it behooves the Members to
give it earnest attention. This House
has a great and heavy responsibility and
Members will not shirk it; but they are
not going to be stampeded into action
without long and careful consideration.

The Assistant Secretary of Commerce
for Domestic Affairs, Mr, Hickman Price,
Jr., in a speech before the American Tex-
tile Machinery Association in Boston on
February 27, told the textile industry
that it has a 5-year umbrella protecting
it against foreign imports and in that
time it must become modern and effi-
cient, prepared for the time when the
Nation embarks upon an era of free
trade. Members should take note of the
last few words—an era of free trade.
This Nation since it embarked on indus-
trialization has never been guided by the
policy of free trade. The United States
cannot be charged with being a protec-
tionist nation. Over the years this
country has supported the doctrine of
reciprocal trade and we have gone far
in reducing our fariff schedules, often
without receiving the reciprocity we
thought we were entitled to receive in
return. Now the Congress is asked to go
further. We are asked to authorize the
President to eliminate some tariffs alto-
gether without knowing which tariffs will
be eliminated, which industries are to be
considered expendable, and how many
workers will be thrown out of jobs, what
the short- and long-range effects will be.

To raise such questions is not “provin-
cial”; it is commonsense. In my area
of the country we have a word for any-
one who buys a “pig in a poke,” and it is
not “provincial,” I assure you. There
is nothing unique in a Member keeping
the interests of his district foremost in
his mind. President Eennedy did when
a Member of this body and also when he
was in the Senate. In “John Kennedy,
a Political Profile” by James MacGregor
Burns, it is reported that when the Pres-
ident was in Congress his “general posi-
tion” was for liberalized trade policies,
but “when it came to specific tariff prob-
lems, few Senators surpassed him in his
zeal for guarding local interests.” In
1949 when the President was a Member
of the House, he voted against extension
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of the Reciprocal Trade Act; but after
the effort to kill the bill failed, Kennedy
reversed himself and voted for final pas-
sage. In 1955, as a Senator, he voted to
extend the Trade Act, but he vigorously
opposed amendments which would have
eliminated the peril point and escape
clauses of the act. In 1958 he voted for
extension but was most active in helping
to establish laws that would help protect
the Massachusetts fishing, textile, and
watch industries. This is not said in
criticism of the President; it is stated
only as an example of how a Member of
Congress looks out for the interests of
his own district or his own State.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to know
something of the genesis of this proposed
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. We know
from the press that a task force under
the chairmanship of the present Under
Secretary of State, Mr. George W. Ball,
made a recommendation to the Presi-
dent-elect on foreign trade policy. Our
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. KitcHiN], recently sought
to secure the full text of the report from
Mr. Ball and was refused. Mr. Ball’s re-
fusal was based, in part, on the fact that
he made the report as a private citizen to
the Presidenf. Since the House appar-
ently is not to have the opportunity to
read the full text of the report, the Mem-
bers are forced to rely on the press for
an account of what the report recom-
mends. One section of the report is in-
teresting reading, and I call it to the
attention of the Members. I quote from
the New York Times of January 8, 1962:

A complete alteration of United States
policy on trade with the Soviet bloc coun-
tries was recommended by the task force.
It held this to be imperative not only be-
cause the present policy was outmoded but
also because it had begun to affect our re-
lations with other industrialized countries
as well as with the under-developed areas.
The problem will not go away because
Americans consider trade with Communist
countries to be immoral, dangerous, and of
doubtful economic benefit, sald the group.
It said such trade would become vastly
more important in this decade than in the
last because other Western countries had
found such trade to be advantageous. As
a result, said the reporb, our allies have
refused to follow docilely the tariff discrim-
inations and export limitations on Commu-
nist trade imposed by U.S. law. Meanwhile,
because the United States has refused to
face the issue, trade between the Soviet bloc
and Western Europe has been developing
largely on Soviet terms, the group sald. It
sald that the time has come for the United
States to give direction to this inevitable
development.

This is, in effect, a recommendation
that the United States reverse its trade
policy toward Russia and the Russian
satellites.

Careful reading of H.R. 9900 allows
for such a reversal, not directly but in-
directly. Members should study that
section of the proposed act that applies
to the reduction or elimination of all
duties on those commodities which the
United States and the EEC nations com-
bined export 80 percent of a given com-
modity. Members will find that the EEC
countries are permitted to add to their
share all the trade they conduct with
the Soviet bloc and any goods they sup-
ply to Cuba to fill the gap due to the
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United States embargo on trade with

that unhappy island. Mr. Speaker, I

doubt that this policy will meet with the

approval of the majority of the Mem-
bers.

The Ways and Means Committee will
soon open hearings on H.R. 9900, and
I am sure that the committee will probe
deeply into all phases of the bill. There
are, to me, some startling notions in the
bill. Members interested in agriculture
will be surprised at some of the proposals
affecting agricultural commodities.

The bill also seems to be aimed at
wrecking many small businesses in this
country for the benefit of big business.
Most big manufacturers are multiple
producers; if there is no profit in one
item or if there is a flood of imports
which makes production of a given item
unprofitable, the multiple producer can
shift to another product. This is not
true of the small manufacturer. Small
business usually makes a single product
or a few products in a limited area. The
small producer cannot easily shift from
one product to another. He seldom has
the capital required for the necessary
retooling, searching out of new markets,
retraining his employees. If the small
businessman is hit by unregulated im-
ports, he is usually forced out of busi-
ness. Most Members have seen this hap-
pen in their districts, and the prospects
are that there will be more such casual-
ties as a result of this proposed expansion
of imports.

None of us is so naive that we do not
know that an expansion of imports will
follow an expansion of exports. H.R.
9900 has provisions for lending money to
businesses that can prove their dif-
ficulties are the result of increased
imports, but these provisions are inade-
quate; and judging from earlier ex-
periences, it will be a tough job to prove
that imports are the cause of a business
shutdown. By the time such proof was
compiled, the outlook is that the small
businessman would already be out of
business.

The peril point and escape clauses put
into previous extensions of the Recip-
rocal Trade Agreements Act are further
relaxed—in fact, relaxed to the point
where it is doubtful if they will work
at all. Past experience with these provi-
sions which were voted as a method to
prevent undue hardship due to excessive
imports indicates they have not worked
too well, and now it is proposed to strike
them out for all practical purposes.

Mr. Speaker, this bill requires careful
analysis and detailed answers must be
given by the administration to the ques-
tions the Members will ask.

Mr. Speaker, I will now read the story
from the New York Times from which I
quoted a moment ago.

PRESIDENT Is ToLD TARIFF BARRIERS THREATEN
WEeEST—LONG-SECRET REFORT WARNS OF
Econwomic DIsINTEGRATION WiTHOUT 50~
PERCENT REDUCTION

(By Felix Belair, Jr.)

‘WasHINGTON, January 7.—If Congress re-
fuses to authorize 50-percent cuts across the
board in tariff rates, “disintegration of the
free world economy into separate trading
systems” may result, according to a long-
secret task force report to President Ken-
nedy on foreign economic policy.
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The report says the resulting default in
U.8. leadership in trade liberalization would
have “political consequences of a most seri-
ous order.” These, it said, would be in
addition to “a formidable competitive dis-
advantage” to American exporters implicit
in the growing European Common Market.

The report also proposed a virtual scrap-
ping of the existing embargo on exports of
strategic materials to nations of the bloec.
It favored a new policy that would acknowl~
edge the mutual advantages of expanding
East-West trade and that would invite the
Soviet Union to join in a *“code of fair prac-
tices” for international trade.

BASIS OF PROGRAM

Although it was submitted to Mr. Een-
nedy as President-elect just before his inau-
guration, the report remains the basic ra-
tionale for the liberalized trade program he
plans to ask Congress to approve at this
session. The program would replace the ex-
piring Trade Agreements Act.

The task force was headed by George W.
Ball, who later became Under Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs. Other members
of the group included college professors and
private consultants, many now holding high
administration posts.

Apparently reluctant to risk rejection of
the new trade program during the first con-
gressional session of his administration, the
President did nothing, except in the field
of foreign aid, about the report's many
urgent and sweeping recommendations.
Most of the ald proposals have since been
carried out, but without adopting the scope
of expenditures proposed.

Britain’s decision to seek membership in
the European Common Market and a con-
tinuation of the United States’ balance-of-
payments deficit last year, as well as the ex-
piration of the trade agreements legislation
next June, decided the Presicdent on an im-
mediate course of action on the new pro-
gram. The balance of payments is the meas-
ure of payments into and out of the country
by individuals, business and governments.

The task force proposed Presidential au-
thority to negotiate mutual trade conces-
sions by eutting present tariff rates up to 50
percent. The cuts would be made in annual
steps through 1966. The task force also pro-
posed these further legislative authoriza-
tions:

“Assistance to labor and industry in ad-
justing to tariff reductions to replace the ‘no
serious injury’ principle.”

“Revision of the existing peril point
provision so that it (A) is a device for de-
termining what individual tariff rate
adjustments should be made within a given
category, and (B) goes into operation only
after negotiations are completed on average
reductions for each category.” A peril point,
determined by the Tariff Commission, is the
level below which the tariffs cannot be cut
without causing serious injury to domestic
industry.

“Revision of escape clause standards (un-
der the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act)
s0 that clause applies only when (A) injury
occurs to an industry as a whole, and (B)
adjustment to the increased imports can-
not readily be made.

Trade adjustment assistance that would
come into effect after a finding by the Tariff
Commission of injury under the escape
clause.

“Authority for the President to reduce or
remove duties, import taxes and quotas on
articles produced prinecipally by the less de-
veloped countries.

“Authority to make or receive types of re-
ciprocal concessions other than tariff reduc-
tions in trade negotiations.

“Ievision of the national security provi-
sions of trade agreements legislation to per-
mit reduction of duties and an increase in
quotas; use of measures other than tariffs to
protect national security interests; relaxa-
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tion of import restrictions, in concert with
other members of the organization for eco-
nomic cooperation and development, to ac-
commodate trade with a country under Soviet
economic pressure.

“Amendment of the Battle Act to safe-
guard normal trade against the disruptive
practices of the Communist bloe.

“Authority for the President to suspend
the embargo on furs and to suspend discrim-
inatory tariff treatment for Soviet bloc im-
ports.”

CONCEPT MODIFIED

Because of the operation of a modified
concept of existing peril point and escape
clause provisions, the report recognized that
it would be possible to make uniform 50-per-
cent cuts in all negotiable categories of tariff
rates.

For that reason it proposed that “the new
legislation should provide authority to make
greater than 50-percent reductions on cer-
tain items on which there is now a high level
of tariff protection.”

At the time the report was submitted, its
authors considered it unlikely that Britain
and the six other countries in the Free Trade
Assoclation would seek membership in the
European Common Market. Britain's de-
cision to do so presumably underscores the
arguments for broad Presidential tariff
powers.

“This tariff-cutting authority is necessary,”
said the report, “if we are to match the re-
ductions to be made in the internal tariffs
of the European Common Market and the
Free Trade Association. In that way we
could receive the benefits of the generaliza-
tion of these reductions on a most-favored-
nation basis.” All nations having most-
favored-nation provisions in agreements with
the United States will get and receive con-
cessions on a basis of equality with any other
nation,

“Since those two trading groups will have
reduced their tariffs by 50 percent across the
board by 1966, the report said, “the United
States, armed with the authority we propose,
would be able to prevent divisions of the in-
dustrial countries of the free world by wide-
spread trade discrimination.”

As explained in the report, “‘the peril point
mechanism serves as a limitation on the
tariff-cutting authority of American nego-
tiators in trade agreement negotiations.”
Under the Trade Agreements Act the Presi-
dent must explain to Congress any cuts be-
low a peril point.

The escape clause mechanism, on the other
hand, comes Into play after tariffs have been
reduced if the Tarlff Commission determines
that increased imports following a reduction
cause serious injury.

“The task force is of the strong opinion
that the no serious injury doctrine should
be substantially abandoned,” said the report.
“The United States should recognize frankly
that the liberalization of trade essential to
a prosperous free world will require that
tariffs be reduced to the point where it will
be necessary to accept some temporary and
local injury to certain American firms, in-
dustries, and communities."

To mitigate such possible hardships, the
group proposed the inclusion of “trade ad-
Justment provisions” in any authorizing
legislation. But it suggested that this relief
take the form of higher tariff rates only in
extreme cases, such as when producers and
workers in an industry are being displaced
by competitive imports faster than they can
be absorbed into alternative employment.

Such tariff relief could be applied by the
President even where displaced workers were
already receiving relief compensation, but it
was recommended that such relief be of
limited duration and progressively reduced.

FEDERAL LOANS BACKED

A trade adjustment program should rely
in the main on Federal loans to finance in-
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dustry relocation, accelerated tax writeoffs,
and related procedures, the report said.

These would include retraining of workers,
additional unemployment compensation,
early retirement benefits and the like. Such
benefits would be available without regard
to whether or not the affected industries or
workers are located in areas of substantial
labor surplus.

The study group suggested that unilateral
tariff concessions to underdeveloped areas
be conditioned on parallel concessions to
such areas by other industrialized countries,
Such concessions could take the form of
reduction or removal of consumption taxes
or other restrictions on imports of tropical
preducts, raw materials, or materials in the
early stages of processing and certain light
manufactures.

Such concessions would not only promote
export earnings of underdeveloped areas,
according to the report, but would tend to
remove discriminations implicit in prefer-
ential trading systems maintained by Britain
and the Common Market countries for their
former oversea possessions.

To further the purpose of trade liberali-
zation, the report urged abolition of the
following provisions of the Tariff Act of 1830:

“The provision relating to cost-of-produc-
tion criteria in fixing and raising of duties.

“The provisions requiring the use of Amer-
ican selling price in fixing the valuation of
certain produets.

“The provision directing customs officers to
apply the highest rate of duty when alterna-
tives exist.”

COMMODITY PLAN SUGGESTED

Without committing itself to any partic-
ular method of approach, the task force said
the time had come for the United States to
consider ways of stabilizing the export in-
come of underdeveloped areas producing a
single raw material. Commodity stabiliza-
tion agreements as well as loans to offset
income fluctuation were suggested as worthy
of exploration.

The report warned in this connection
against “commodity agreement techniques
that support prices at artificlally high
levels.,” It went on:

“The task force feels that much greater
consideration should be given to the possi-
bilities of using the resources of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund for short-term
loans to cushion income fluctuations result-
ing from cyclical variations in production
conditions or on the terms of trade of raw
material producing countries.”

A complete alteration of U.S. policy on
trade with Soviet bloc countries was rec-
ommended by the task force. It held this
to be imperative not only because the pres-
ent policy was outmoded and negative but
also because it had begun to affect our re-
lations with other industrialized countries
as well as with the underdeveloped areas.

The problem will not go away because
Americans consider trade with Communist
countries to be “immoral, dangerous and of
doubtful economic beneflt,” said the group.
It sald such trade would become vastly more
important in this decade than in the last
because other Western countries had found
such trade to be advantageous.

“As a result,” sald the report, “our allies
have refused to follow docilely the tariff
discriminations and export limitations on
Communist trade imposed by U.S. law."

EUROPEAN TRADE CITED

Meanwhile, because the United States has
refused to face the issue, trade between the
Soviet bloc and Western Europe has been
developing largely on Soviet terms, the
group said. It sald the time had come for
the United States to give direction to this
inevitable development,

It called for “a positive response to
Ehrushehev's high-sounding trade over-
tures” and said “the Soviet should be invited
to trade with free world countries on the
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basis of a code of fair practices designed to
remove the distortlon and disruptions aris-
ing from monopolistic state commerce.”

“The code should serve as a model for in-
dustrialized and wunderdeveloped countries
in the negotiation of bilateral treaties or
multilateral trade arrangements with the
bloe,"” sald the report.

“For example, detailed ground rules,
coupled with an effective complaint pro-
cedure, would seek to regulate disruptive
price undercutting and dumping by refer-
ence to comparative world price and cost
criteria, rather than to the totally unrelated
and unascertainable conditions prevalent in
the Communist home market; to provide
meaningful reciprocity in conditions govern-
ing access to Communist markets; to obtaln
Soviet commitments to purchase specified
quotas of goods in lieu of an otherwise futile
most-favored-nation treatment undertak-
ing; to end the wholesale pirating of West-
ern patents, know-how, and technology;
and, in general, to insure that trade and
competition are conducted on the basis of
commercial considerations.”

SEES ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE

The report reasoned that “failing East-
West agreement, the United States and its
industrialized allies would still possess the
economic advantage needed to secure ob-
servance of the rules, assuming that a uni-
form and coordinated policy toward Soviet
bloc trade is established through consulta-
tion with OECD (Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development) and the
GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade) .”

The report ohbserved that present volun-
tary machinery for controlling strategic ex-
port to the Soviet bloc from North Atlantic
Treaty Organization countries and Japan
had all but broken down. Much more than
a desire for profits among Western European
countries had been responsible for this, it
eald.

“The Soviet Union’s demonstrated tech-
nological capacity to wage a nuclear war has
led most Western countries to reject the
proposition that the bloc's military potential
can be affected by the type of export con-
trols maintained by the United States.”

Notwithstanding this consideration, the
report proposed that any future trade with
Communist China and Cuba should be de-
termined by political rather than commercial
factors. It should be permitted, prohibited,
or banned, sald the group, depending on
what policy moves were contemplated by the
United States in those areas.

On the general question of East-West trade
the report continued:

“To blunt the dangers and exploit the op-
portunities inherent in the bloe’s expanding
economic commitments, we must persuade
other free enterprise countries to take con-
structive and coordinated action.

“What is needed first of all is some measure
of conviction on their part that we are genu-
inely prepared to recognize the potential
economic advantages of expanded East-West
trade.

“Only then will we be in a position to as-
sert positive leadership in the formulation
and enforcement of safeguards necessary
for the protection of the common interest
in stable world trade.”

The group proposed “as a step in establish-
ing a constructive policy image,” that the
United States should confine export control
act proiibitions “to exceptional producers
likely to contribute to the Soviet military
potential in an important, direct, and im-
mediate way.”

Mr. MOOREHEAD of Ohio, Mr.
Speaker, there are times when it is nec-
essary to get down to earth on the big
overriding international problems. This
is one of those times. I think we have to
start untangling the propaganda and the
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oversimplifications that we see today in
support of H.R, 9900, the so-called Trade
Expansion Act of 1962.

The first point I would like to mention
is the title of the bill. I am afraid that
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 may be a
masterpiece of deception.

One of the great concerns of this ad-
ministration and of the country is the
rate of growth of the national economy.
I am sure that the Members of the House
and all Americans share that concern.
We are most interested in the reports
that other countries, especially Western
Europe, are demonstrating greater eco-
nomic growth than the United States.
We know steps must be taken to address
ourselves to the entire issue. This will
not be done by the supporters of H.R.
9900 holding up that bill as the answer
to tht_e problem. Nor is public under-
standing helped by the campaign of
jibes at opponents of H.R. 9900 in the
press.

The image of the so-called protec-
tionists by our political cartoonists to-
day shows opponents of H.R. 9900 as
greedy, fat cats luxuriating atop tower-
ing tariff walls that bar the entry of
foreign products and victimize the
American consumer. I happen to repre-
sent an area in Ohio that has suffered
seriously from the effects of import com-
petition for many years. I have never
seen a “fat cat” in my district. I have
known many lean ones who are out of
business today because foreign products
have come over the low tariff walls that
still exist.

Frankly, I am glad that this discus-
sion has occurred today and that Mem-
bers are stating their sincere convictions
that H.R. 9900 may actually retard the
Nation's economic growth. It is ad-
mitted by those favoring the bill that
industries and employees will be “dis-
placed” by this legislation. “Displaced”
is a polite word for unemployed. So the
bill provides for retraining and reloca-
tion of those forced out of employment
as a result of further tariff cuts. But,
these are palliatives and nothing more.
Let us take a hard look at this problem.

In fact, the industries to be hurt are
those that the State Department con-
siders inefficient. These will be indus-
tries that find they cannot compete with
low foreign wage rates, foreign govern-
ment subsidies for exports, and lack of
statutory rules abroad on hours of work
and working conditions.

By following the administration’s
lead on this issue, we may, inadvertently,
not only slow down the economic growth
of this country. We would most likely
create hard-core unemployment prob-
lems that would make those we have now
seem simple by comparison.

Some workers forced out of their jobs
through the elimination of today’s tariffs
may be eligible for retraining. They
may be willing and able to leave their
homes for retraining and new jobs. But,
how about the worker who has his roots
in his hometown. He has a family, he
has a substantial equity in his home, his
children are attached to the community,
there are family ties. This man is re-
luctant to pull up stakes and fry his
luck in a new job for which he has only
minimum training and, perhaps, ability.
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Those of us who represent the chroni-
cally distressed areas are familiar with
this problem. We must realize the limi-
tations of any such program. Only last
week, we passed manpower retraining
legislation. The bill had overwhelming
support on both sides of the aisle. But
few of us believed that it was more than
a partial answer to the structural un-
employment problem we have already.
I think it was important legislation but
there will be many unnemployed per-
sons who will not be eligible for these
retraining programs. Some will be too
old. Others will lack sufficient educa-
tion or adaptability for training, Still
others will hope that things will get bet-
ter and they can get their old jobs
back. Many employers are unwilling to
hire older workers because the insur-
ance and pension costs rise with the age
of the worker. What is the unemployed
worker of 40-plus to do? Hang on until
he is 62 to collect a minimum old-age
pension? There is a serious relationship
of this and many other such problems to
H.R. 9900. We wish it were not so, but
the facts are there for anyone who will
look. I feel that for years our trade
policies have been motivated more by
wishful thinking, academic theorizing,
and plain fantasy than they have by
facts and reality.

Let us take the issue of wages as a
factor in rising imports. In the Orient,
wages average less than 30 cents an hour,
including fringe benefits. The average
in Western Europe is about $1 also in-
cluding fringes. In the United States,
the average wage is $2.36 an hour, ex-
cluding fringe benefits. We have statu-
tory laws on minimum wages and maxi-
mum hours. The workweek in the
Orient is 54 to 60 hours. In Western
Europe it runs from 48 to 54 hours. It
takes no economic genius to understand
the advantage this gives producers in
the Orient and Western Europe over
United States in wage costs alone. We
have somewhat halfheartedly dealt with
parts of the problem this creates and
we have rather grotesque results.

Consider the two-price system in raw
cotton. The textile indusiry abroad can
buy U.S. cotton 8! cents a pound
cheaper than our domestic textile in-
dustry can buy the same cotton. We
know this issue is before the Tariff Com-
mission now, but the prospects are that
it will be months before the Commission
completes its study. In the meantime,
this additional advantage stands. For-
eign nations are actually subsidizing ex-
porters through tax benefits. It seems
that, except for cotton farmers, the
United States works in the opposite
direction.

We hear & great deal about U.S.
producers needing to modernize their
plants and put themselves in a stronger
competitive position in the domestic and
world markets. Modernizing would be
more possible if our Government were
not so busy penalizing initiative with
punitive tax rates. So long as Wash-
ington needs such a big bite out of every
productive dollar to pay for the manage-
ment of the lives of the American people,
lecturing industry about expansion while
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the means are drained off is doubletalk.
Competition we want, but the rules of
the game need to be even.

The foreign aid program has seen to
it that our industrial competitors in
Japan and Western Europe have ob-
tained the most eflicient machinery
available. After making the machinery
available via foreign aid, our Govern-
ment has sent skilled technicians abroad
to teach plant managers and workers
how to use the equipment. American
merchandising and advertising tech-
niques were included in the training. We
have also contributed to the opening of
markets for our former enemies. This
was surely a manifestation of the good
will of the United States and we need not
apologize for it. The job has been done
well. But this is no reason why we
should continue to allow such an out-
pouring of generosity to come back to
haunt us now.

Due to the prodding of the President,
an international agreement on cotton
textile imports has been negotiated.
There are some serious reservations in
some quarters about that 5-year pact.
However, the fact remains that this ad-
ministration found it useful, and per-
haps even imperative, to seek such an
agreement. I think it is regrettable that
other manmade fibers such as wool were
not included in the agreement. I under-
stand that this was at the behest of the
State Department. If the administra-
tion found that the best way to handle
cotton textile imports was through an
international agreement, then it seems
to me that it is fair to ask why other
commodities could not be handled the
same way.

Basically, the international cotton tex-
tile agreement is a form of quota system
designed, within the limits of the pact,
to protect the U.S. industry and jobs.
If this method is good for cotton tex-
tile imports, why should it not apply to
other industries in the same predica-
ment? Is this a bid to quiet the con-
cern about imports in textile-producing
areas and, thereby, win support for H.R.
9900? Looking at this situation on the
basis of the pragmatic politics that this
administration knows so well, is this the
minimum price the President has to pay
to pick up support for his program?

Mr. Speaker, I am appalled, and so are
other Members I have talked with, at
the pressure spokesmen for H.R. 9900
are applying to various groups to win
support for this legislation. If this pro-
posal is so good for the country, then it
should be able to stand on its own mer-
its. Special meetings with segments of
certain industries, urging them to whip
other members of their industries into
line, should not be necessary.

This legislation is certainly not self-
recommending. It deserves careful
study and we need to expose to public
view the boobytraps that it contains.
I urge that every Member here weigh
this legislation carefully in terms of the
national interest and their own districts.

I include as part of my remarks an
article from the Wall Street Journal of
February 14, pertaining to the campaign
to push H.R. 9900 through Congress.

March 8

TaRIFF TUSSLE: WHITE HOUSE, FEARING BITTER
BatrLE, STEPS UP CamPalGN To WinN CuTs—
Ir Apps LoBByisTs, PR MeN, PrerARes To
Ust PRESSURE ON RELUCTANT LAWMAKERS—
SrecIAL KENNEDY TV APPEAL?

(By Alan L. Otten)

WasHINGTON —President Kennedy's legis-
lative strategists are calling out the resei ves
in their battle for sweeping new powers to
cut U.S. tariffs.

Extra public relations men and lobbyists
are being mobilized at the White House. Re-
glonal selling “seminars” are being organized
by friendly Governors. The President him-
self may take to the air with a special tele-
vised appeal. And julcy balt is being dangled
befo e possible holdouts against the admin-
istration’s wishes.

These are just a few of the steps being
taken or contemplated by the Kennedy re-
gime in the top-priority fight for freer trade.
The President’s request to Congress for new
tarifl-cutting powers has the avowed aim
of meeting the trade challenge raised by
Eu ope's expanding Common Market and of
knitting the non-Communist world into a
tighter economic grouping. The Common
Market countries are eliminating tariffs
among themselves and erectlng a common
tariffl wall agalnst imports from other na-
tions; the President wants to swap U.S. tariff
cuts for similar concessions from the Com-
mon Market so U.S. exporters will have con-
tinued access to the European member
countries.

White House insiders concede the fight will
be tough and bitter, with strong, vocal pro-
tectionist sentiment coming from every
State and almost every congressional dis-
trict. But officials insist the President and
every member of his team are just as deeply
committed to winning this battle.

WOOING RELUCTANT LAWMAKERS

One key operation in the administration
campaign got started yesterday, as part of a
special effort to win over a crucial bloc of re-
luctant lawmakers from southern and north-
eastern textlle manufacturing areas. The
Tariff Commission began hearings on a
Presidential request to study the need for
a higher tariff on cotton textile imports, to
eliminate the competitive advantage that
forelgn producers galn through buying
American-grown raw fiber cheaper than U.S.
manufacturers can; price props keep cotton
prices high in the United States while sub-
sidies enable it to be sold for less in export
markets, It's true that doubts have lately
sprouted about the President's willingness
to approve a textile tariff boost. But If this
particular brand of relief does not finally
materialize, some other form of help may
well be granted to textile makers.

Even among friends of the general freer
trade goal, there are worriers and doubters,
to be sure. “The administration's public
relations men are falling all over each other,”
says one trade bill backer outside the Gov-
ernment. “They may work together some-
times, but it seems unlikely.” A free-trading
Democratic Senator declares: “The White
House talks endlessly about the bill but has
never bothered to take a complete nose-
count of votes in Congress. It's fantastic.”
Says a Democratic Congressman friendly to
the President’s plan: “I've seen plans for big
‘White House selling efforts before, and they
never materialize. I'm afraid this may peter
out the same way."

But the administration side does appear
better unified than the opposition forces,
S0 far, at least, the protectionists have
spoken mostly in individual voices repre-
senting single industries or areas. Anyway,
White House men in charge of the trade
fight insist their machine will be rolling
smoothly by the time the House Ways and
Means Committee starts hearings on the is-
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sue early next month, and will be in high
gear by the time the House itself votes,
probably sometime in May.

“FAR AHEAD OF 1958 EFFORT"

“We're already far ahead of the 1958 ef-
fort at the comparable time,” claims a vet-
eran free-trade advocate recalling the last
congressional action on Presidential tariff-
cutting requests. “And in another month,
we'll be far ahead of any effort ever made
before for a trade b

The administration has not, to be sure,
worked out detailed legislative tactics for
piloting its trade plan past congressional
shoals. But the first objective is to get the
best possible bill out of the Ways and Means
Committee; Kennedy alds fear Chalrman
Mirrs, who's sometimes said to follow a pol-
icy of anticipatory surrender, may compro-
mise more than necessary to win protection-
ist votes. Then it's hoped to bull this
measure through the House itself pretty
much as is, and to limit expected toning
down in the Senate as far as possible.

In large part, the administration is ap-
proaching congressional opinion by way of
public opinion. President Eennedy, who
has already plugged his trade plan at press
conferences and in major speeches, will per-
sonally make several more attempts to build
public support. One or more already sac-
cepted Presidential speaking engagements
will probably be converted into trade-selling
attempts. Under study is a Presidential TV
program devoted to the trade problem, com-
plete with maps and charts. At the Presi-
dent's su on aids are preparing, for
wide public distribution on trade policy—
and the answers.

Mr. Eennedy also is prepared, aids vow,
to use every pressure device available—prom-
ises, rewards, threats, arm twisting—to line
up individual Congressmen for the trade bill.
On the receiving end may be Members of
the protection-minded oil and metal-mining
bloes In Congress, as well as some lawmakers
from textile-producing areas. It's consid-
ered possible that somewhat tighter oil im-
port curbs may be announced shortly before
voting time in the House. If western min-
ing-State lawmakers appear to hold the bal-
ance of power on the trade issue, officials
hint, some help could be extended to the
troubled lead and zinc industries.

To keep the State Department, so suspect
to many conservative lawmakers, in the
background, the President has assigned com-
mand of the trade battle to a special White
House staff section headed by Philadelphia
banker Howard Petersen. And Mr. Peter-
sen's stafl is undergoing a major buildup at
the moment. Two men on loan from private
industry—Carl Levin of Schenley Industries
and John Hoving of the Air Transport Asso-
clation—head a public relations group that
ultimately will have six or seven full-time
and part-time operatives loaned by business
organizations and Government agencies.
They work closely with an interdepartmental
public relations committee headed by Assist-
ant Commerce Secretary William Ruder.

To head a “legislative liaison” or lobbying
section in Mr, Petersen's shop, the White
House has borrowed the administrative as-
sistant of Democratic Senator Monroney of
Oklahoma, Thomas D, Finney, Jr. He's in
the process of recrulting one or two aids
from outside Washington, and will work
closely with the regular White House lobby-
ing team headed by Presidential Assistant
Lawrence O'Brien. Lobbyists from other
agencies will help, of course,

From the top down, Mr. Kennedy's team-
mates are doing their part in the sales drive,
Vice President Jonwsow plugs the trade plan
in almost every speech he makes. Special
Presidentlial Assistant Brooks Hays, former
Democratic. Congressman from Arkansas, is
practically a full-time trade evangelist,
speaking particularly in textile-oriented
southern areas.
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CABINET MEN LINE UF SUPPORT

Individual Cabinet members are lining up
support among their special “clients.” La-
bor Secretary Goldberg endeavors to mini-
mize union worries over mounting imports
and to get unlon lobbyists working for the
trade bill. Agriculture Secretary Freeman
urges farm organizations to remind farm
State lawmakers of the importance of export
markets for American agricultural commodi-
ties. Commerce Secretary Hodges attempts
to get businessmen in line.

The administration has also been staging
special trade policy briefings in Washington
for friendly groups of business, labor, farm,
and civic leaders. Late last month, leaders
of about 100 such groups from all parts of
the Nation got an all-day sales pitch at the
State Department from top administration
experts. The Department is making avail-
able to Congressmen and interested private
organizations two pamphlets on the trade
issue: a 61-page effort entitled “Together We
Are Strong,” and a 33-page brochure on “The
A B C's of Foreign Trade.”

When congressional hearings open next
month, the administration will wheel out its
big guns almost en masse. At least seven
Cabinet members will testify: Secretary of
State Rusk, Treasury Secretary Dillon, De-
fense Secretary McNamara, and Interior Sec-
retary Udall as well as Messrs, Goldberg,
Freeman, and Hodges. Some are already
“testifying” in private conversations with
lawmakers. Thus Mr. Hodges, a former
Governor of North Carolina, recently ran
through the administration's case with his
State’s congressional delegation,

To help clinch the argument for doubtful
legislators, the Commerce, Agriculture, and
Interior Departments are working to have
ready in about 2 weeks detailed figures
showing the amount of exports from each
congressional district. Compared with simi-
lar figures produced in the 1955 and 1958
trade law fights, “these will be far more de-
tailed and useful,” an administration official
promises. In the next few weeks, teams of
Commerce and State Department officials
will begin followup talks that eventually,
it’s hoped, will drive the administration ar-
guments home to each Member of Congress
personally.

To mobilize local support for its trade pro-
gram, the administration is counting on
considerable outside help. Democratic Gov.
Matthew Welsh of Indiana has invited some
400 businessmen, farm leaders, union offi-
clals, newspaper editors, and broadcasters to
Indianapolis March 6 and 7. Federal, State,
and Industry officials will discuss the Hoosier
stake in forelgn trade. Democratic Gov.
Otto Kerner of Illinois has set up a similar
-meeting in Chicago late this month and
hopes to have a half dozen later sessions in
different parts of the State.

Governors Welsh and Kerner also are plan-
ning to cohost a Midwest Governors’ Con-
ference on Export Expansion; they hope to
enlist the support of Governors Nelson of
Wisconsin, Swainson of Michigan, Andersen
of Minnesota, and possibly others, and bring
opinion-leaders from all these States to Chi-
cago in late March or April to hear Govern-
ment and industry officials preach the tariff-
cutting gospel. Similar sessions are being
considered in several other States.

To ease the task of bulilding public sup-
port, the administration is seeking biparti-
san backing. Mr. Petersen himself is a
prominent Republican, Former Presidents
Eisenhower and Hoover have endorsed the
Kennedy trade approach in general terms;
former Vice President Nixon, New York
Governor Rockefeller, former Secretary of
State Herter, 1960 Vice Presidential Candidate
Henry Cabot Lodge, one time Presidential
Candidate Alfred Landon and other Repub-
licans are looked to for possible testimony
on behalf of the Kennedy trade bill,

The major private propaganda push for
the bill will come from the Committee for
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a National Trade Policy, a predominantly
business organization headed by Gillette Co.
Chairman Carl Gilbert. In addition, regional
business groups, such as the World Trade
Center of New England, will run “seminars”
at which administration officials will speak,
publicize the export trade figures worked up
by the administration, seek support from
local newspapers and broadcasters, and other-
wise influence Members of Congress. The
officials will use the trade figures to sup-
port their argument that U.S. industry would
be helped more by increasing exports than
by curbing import competition.

The outcome of the trade fight may largaly
hinge on the administration’s success
winning over lawmakers from areas com-
plaining of import injury. The surest bet,
however distasteful to the Kennedy regime,
appears to lie In extra protection for their
industries.

WANTED: “LITTLE SWEETENING"

“Most of the Congressmen with oil in their
districts also have many other industries,”
one Texas Democrat observes, “and they'll
manage to go along with the administration
if they get just a little sweetening.”

“We have made overture after overture,”
complains a Democratic Senator from a
western mining State, “asking that the ad-
ministration give us just a little something
s0 that we can go along on the trade bill,
But there's no sign of anything yet.”

The most ambitious administration efforts
are aimed at winning textile votes. Law-
makers from southern textile areas began
swinging against free trade in 19556; now
Kennedy strategists figure added assistance
for the Industry might pick up 15 to 25
votes in the closely divided House.

Last May the administration announced a
seven-point program to help domestic textile
manufacturers. Some of the promised steps
already have been taken: Liberalized tax
depreciation allowances on textile machin-
ery; a l-year agreement, that took effect
last October, under which Far Eastern sup-
pliers had to hold down cotton textile ship-
ments to this country under threat of uni-
laterally imposed U.8. quotas; a BG-year
agreement, just negotiated in Geneva and
still not made public, along similar import-
curbing lines.

Even more could hang, though, on con-
gressional reaction to administration prom-
ises of some relief for U.S. textile makers

from their cotton-cost disadvantage. This

might be accomplished through some sort
of reduction in cotton price supports if not
through the Tariff Commission proceedings
just begun.

Textile Congressmen, however, are arguing
they want to see the actual Tariff Commis-
sion recommendations before they give the
administration their votes on the trade bill.
“We've accepted promises before,” says one
southern Senator, “and then the Btate De-
partment finds a loophole. This time we
want action first.”

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the gentleman from Georgia for his very
timely discussion of our trade poliey.
I include in the Recorp at this point, an
exceptionally splendid speech by Hon.
A. Lee Parsons, formerly with the Bank-
ing Committee of the U.S. Senate, on
the subject of trade. I commend this
speech to the attention of every single
Member of the House and Senate before
we write any new trade legislation.

A, LEe Parsons, DIRECTOR, NEW YORK OFFICE,
AMERICAN CorroN MANUFACTURERS INSTI-
TuTe BEFORE LEAGUE OoF WOMEN VOTERS
oF THE Ciry oF NEw YoREK, BROOKLYN
HercHETS BRANCH, MarcH T, 1962
In order to cast my comments in a realis-

tic setting let me, at the outset, assure you

of a4 very practical interest in a revitallzation
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of international trade policy; practical as
opposed to academic or economic theory.
My principals are businessmen who repre-
sent billlons of dollars of captial investment.
They buy the bulk of their raw materials in
a Government-controlled market and sell In
the toughest—and yet the most sensitive—
market in the world. They supply one of the
three most essential needs of mankind.
They represent a major section of the do-
mestic economy and their goods and services
are absolutely basic to our Nation’s defense
effort—second only to steel. They pay an
enormous tax bill and in hundreds of locali-
ties in this country are the major or even
sole support of the community. Because of
the very nature of the industry, it repre-
sents the last stronghold of a pure, free en-
terprise system.

The glant complex of the textile industry
employs more than 2 million Americans.
Blmply stated, that figure means that one
of every eight manufacturing employees in
the United States works in the textile in-
dustry. For these, and many other, reasons
we approach the subject of trade from a
very practical standpoint. It is as practical
to these more than 2 million people as the
source of tomorrow's bread. It is a source
of concern to 15 million people who derive
income, either directly or indirectly, from
this industry.

To bring it a little closer home look at
the economic importance of textile to New
York. If the industry were removed, for one
reason or another, acceptable economic yard-
sticks indicate that 314 million people would
lose their current source of income.

Yes, to us, the subject of trade, and its
importance to our industry, is not academic,
It is not economic theory. It is a hard-nosed
fact of survival. And survival does not mean
status quo stagnation. It means progress
through product and market research. It
mean growth.

You ask a fair question: “How should the
United States revitallze its trade policy?”
You deserve, and you shall have, a fair an-
swer, We shall have a revitalized, flexible,
and responsible frade policy when the basic
trade legislation reflects these polints:

1. The maintenance of a growing Ameri-
can economy and expanding job opportuni-
ties for Americans.

2. Safeguards of American industrial and
military strength as keystones to the defense
security of this Nation and of the free world.

3. Encouragement of the orderly expan-
slon of world trade to achieve rational eco-
nomic growth and rising standards of living
in emerging nations, and to foster continued
growth in the economies of advanced nations
without growth impairment or distortions
from excessive concentration of imports in
specific sectors of their economies.

4. The quest of a realistic balance between
concern for the industrial development of
other nations and the continued economic
growth of this Nation, avoiding the extremes
of Iree trade and economic isolationism,
World trade objectives are self-defeating
when pursued at the expense of the U.S.
economy or of specific American industries.

5. A requirement that trade concessions
granted by the United States be reciprocated
truly by other nations.

6. Provide for the administration of our
trade policy in such a way as to prevent the
depletion of U.S. gold reserves, and preserve
the prestige of the U.S. dollar throughout
the world.

7. Provide for the distribution of the
burden of imports as equitably as possible
throughout the American economy, avoiding
concentrations of on segments of
the economy in such quantity as to curtail
domestic Industrial expansion and force U.S.
capital abroad with the resultant loss of
Amerlcan Job opporfunities and revenue.

8. Provide, within the framework of an
orderly trade program, efficient machinery for
the control of excessive imports as such con-
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trols become necessary to achieve the above-
stated objectives.

In the preface of your book “The Folitics
of Trade" your President took note of these
points aftercommitting you *“to support lb-
eral trade and world economic development.”
Let us see what happens when you translate
this theory into one-sided trade agreements.

Between 1934 and 1945 import duties of the
United States were reduced 50 percent. In
1945 another 50-percent reduction was au-
thorized. In 1955 and again in 1958 the Con-
gress authorized the President to negotiate
additional reduection of 15 and 20
percent respectively. These authorizations
total a neat 82-percent reduction in U.S.
duties since the enactment of the Trade
Agreements Act. Of that amount, the aver-
age of cuts probably exceed 60 percent.
Many categories of goods have been bargained
away at a rate of 75 percent and even higher.

These concessions in duties have been
made, on a multilateral, most-favored nation
basis, by teams of negotiators representing
you and me; management, labor, and con-
sumer. The bargaining sessions have been
conducted in the much-maligned name of
reciproecity. So let's have a look at the mag-
nanimity of the reciprocal concessions from
the benefactors of our good will and gen-
erosity.

In 1956, despite the announcement of our
State Department that only negligible cuts
had been made in a few carefully selected
textile products, we found, in fact, that the
entire broad range of the industry's product
had been pared and that the very bread-and-
butter items of the industry had been re-
duced up to 50 percent. Enowing that these
concessions were made bilaterally to Japan,
and of course extended to all other parties to
GATT, we looked to see what munificent
reciprocal concessions our negotiators had
wrested from the Japanese team. These were
the offerings in exchange for the heart of
an industry:

(1) Raw cotton could enter Japan duty
free.

(2) Milk donated for school Iunches by the
United States could enter duty free.

(3) Olive oil for canned sardines, for re-
export, could enter duty free.

(4) Japan would not build any four-engine
airplanes.

But what of the other nations and their
reaction to our good faith concessions to the
stimulation of international trade?

Fifty-two countries have raised insur-
mountable barriers against imports of Amer-
ican textiles, Many of these countries are
prime suppliers of textiles to the United
States and are among the largest recipients
of our ald p

Twenty-two countries impose substantial
restrictions on our textiles and, accordingly,
our shipments to them are diminishing to
nothing.

Now it is our turn, in all fairness, to ask:
“What barriers would you remove?” Look,
for a moment, at this rather average
example.

A fully equipped standard size Ford costs
#6917 In France. A typical American com-
pact costs $4,785 in France; more than twice
its price In the United States. A typical
small French car costs $1,200 in France.
Calculate the optimum, drastic reduction in
French duty and surcharges and you will
find the price of the American car still well
above that of the French car. So, the Amer-
ican automobile manufacturer will build his
cars in France, turn his product in the
French market at a nice profit, enjoy the
extraordinary tax advantages on a foreign in-
vestment, contribute further to a labor
shortage in France and add to the unem-
ployment reltef doles in Detroit.

This will increase the tax moneys expendi-
tures of the welfare agencies, reduce the sales
to one of the domestic textile industry's best
customers and cut off wages needed for the
purchase of clothes, cameras, transistor
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radios, and all the other consumer items
the foreign manufacturers are now pouring
into this market,

Lest you forget, we are talking about re-
vitalizing our trade policles and I am sug-
gesting that the further reduction of our
duties on imports has no bearing whatsoever
on the subject. We need negotiators who
can induce other countries to reduce or re-
move their barriers against trade.

Any textile manufacturer in the world can
buy American cotton at a price 81, cents per
pound under the cost to an American mill,
transport it to a foreign country, spin and
weave it into a common, unfinished plece of
cloth, ship it back to the United States, pay
transportation and duties, and sell it at a
profit, at a price below the cost of manu-
facture in an efficlent American mill. Don't
tell us that our tariffs are a hindrance to
foreign trade.

American textile manufacturers give no
quarter to any industry in patriotism or
competitiveness. In 1948 we were instru-
mental in the establishment of a $100 mii-
lion revolving fund for the use of the Jap-
anese cotton textile industry. We supported
other ald measures and contributed tech-
nical and management services to help re-
build war-torn industries. Our financial ald
and technieal know-how helped bulld textile
mills in countries with pressing needs for
cloth for the backs of their naked people.

But what happened? The backs are either
still naked or are partially covered with the
imported product of other low-wage pro-
ducers and the products of their own mills
are being exported to the United States and
Canada.

Look at the record. Traditionally an ex-
porter of textiles, the Unifted States has
been, since 1958, a net importer of textile
manufactures. Principal exporters to the
United States of countable cotton cloth, in
order of their importance, are Japan, Hong
EKong, France, Formosa, India, Portugal,
Pakistan, Spain, West Germany, and Eorea.
With the exception of Hong EKong, which is
a free port, and France, which has recently
liberalized some of its restrictlons (West
Germany to a lesser extent), all of these
countries have virtually embargoed imports
of American cotton goods through the ma-
nipulation of intricate controls.

India lmposes a 65-percent ad wvalorem
duty on cottons and 100 percent on syn-
thetics. Pakistan imposes a 100-percent duty
on cottons and 250 percent on synthetics.
Even with these exorbitant tariff restric-
tions, a license is necessary—and impos-
sible for an American exporter to obtain.

This leads me to take a few moments of
this time which is all too short for this sub-
ject to mention the fallacious figures con-
cerning balance of trade with which the pub-
lic is being propagandized.

The Congress and the American public are
being asked to believe that the United States
sells approximately $5 billion more in exports
than it pays for imports. The mildest char-
acterization of this clalm is to brand it a
myth.

Innumerable news stories, articles, pam-
phlets, radio and TV broadcasts and speeches
repeat and repeat such claims as the follow-
ing excerpt from an “official” speech: “Last
year we sold to other countries almost $20
bilHon worth of American goods™ while *“our
purchases from abroad were in the order of
$15 billion.” The emphasis Is always on “we
sold” or “we sell” and “our purchases.”

The fact is that we do not sell exports
amounting to $5 billion more than we pay
for imports. We do not receive $20 billion
for the American goods we export, although
we undoubtedly pay $15 billion for the
foreign goods we import,

The public are being misled to believe
that the figures cited by the propagandists
relate to commercial transactions in inter-
national trade.
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The total of #5 billion of “export sales”
over import purchases is attained only by the
fantastic and fictitious method of counting
gifts as “sales.”

We export the goods. We just don’t get
the dollars.

Although Government statistical reports
on exports, imports, forelign aid, subsidized
“gales” and other pertinent factors are not
specifically designed to reveal the facts which
rebut the myth of the 6 billion export trade
surplus, the true facts can be gleaned from
such statistics and the result is startling.
Even allowing for a margin of error, the basie
fact remains that in terms of international
trade, In commercial transactions, we have
not even approached any such $5 billion ex-
port trade surplus.

It is possible to identify shipments of goods
under various programs of grants or foreign
ald credits amounting to about $2 billion.
Other so-called “sales"”—credits, loans or
other forms of subsidy—amount to another
$114 billion. (This would include the “sale”
of raw cotton at a $42.50 per bale discount.)
In fact, it is easy to determine that commer-
clal transactions in international trade ac-
count for a trade balance of less than 30 per-
cent of the mythical $5 billion export trade
surplus.

It becomes falrly obvious that in dealing
with countries receiving this kind of treat-
ment such has been accorded Yugoslavia,
India, Poland and many others, the United
Btates does not need to reduce duties on im-
ports in order to induce these nations to
continue to accept gifts of exports from the
TUnited States.

So it i1s that both you and we advocate
a revitalization of our trade policies. From
that point we begin to differ. You attack
the problem, we often suppose, from the
Utopian precept that'a beautiful theory of
free trade can be spread like the gossamer
winga of Queen Mab's falry midwife. We
on the other hand, trade—buy and sell—
under the conditions which actually exist in
the world market,

Any proposals leading to drastic changes
in our foreign trade policy should be sub-
jected to searching analysis. The very exist-
ence of the conditions on which we have
touched cautions against becoming engulfed
in a tide of emotional slogans, In no other
country on this globe is there any manifest
desire to adopt free trade policies or even
reduce any restrictions except ours.

We must continue to deal with the world
as it is, knowing full well that even our
closest allies are governed by what they con-
sider to be their best interests. Any other
course could well lead to economic chaos.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, let us
take a look at the so-called adjustment
assistance proposal contained in the
tariff bill, H.R. 9900.

I believe that this is one of the worst
features of the bill, and there are sev-
eral bad features.

It seems like a very strange procedure
to go about creating unemployment and
business failure as a conscious act and
then setting up first-aid stations and
clinics to undo the damage.

The question arises, Why should we
grant to imports the right of eminent
domain in the first place? Why indeed
should we place imports on such a high
pedestal that domestic industries, often
the backbone of local communities and
the livelihood of hundreds of thousands
of workers, must make way for them?
What is the great virtue of imports that
they should be entitled to such treat-
ment?

Of course, the answer is that without
imports we cannot expect to export.
Therefore what we really seek is en-
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larged exports. The question then is
what are the great virtues of exports
that we should sacrifice domestic indus-
tries in order to gain greater exports?

Surely there is no particular virtue
in exports that cannot be found also in
production for the domestic market.
Why should we destroy employment in
some industries through creation of
greater import competition for the sake
of gaining employment in other indus-
tries? Not only does this represent
favoritism and discrimination buf the
effects, on balance, are of most doubtful
benefit and more probably negative and
harmful,

Before we jump into this new sharp
departure offered by H.R. 9900 we would
do well to do a little exploring to find
out where we are and where we would
be headed if the bill were to pass.

One of the compelling considerations
behind the bill is the problem of un-
employment. At least it isin the name of
economic improvement, including greater
employment, that the Ilegislation is
offered and so strenuously and inordi-
nately propagated in official statements.

One becomes outright suspicious when
a bill must have behind it all the massed
artillery, missiles and warheads from
the executive arsenal such as has been
massed behind this one. I do not recall
anything like it. Evidently it needs a lot
of defense and a lot of force to move it
along. I wonder why? Does it have so
little merit that it cannot make its way
in any other manner? Evidently the
bill's content does not naturally recom-
mend it.

I have mentioned the adjustment as-
sistance provision of the bill. It is said
that labor is for the bill principally be-
cause it has this provision; and that if
it did not have it, labor would be against
it.

It is not quite right to say that labor
is for this provision. Let me quote from
several national union presidents who
spoke in the AFL-CIO convention in
Miami last December when a resolution
on the trade agreements program was
being debated.

E. L. Wheatley, president of the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Operative Pot-
ters, said:

You can talk of giving money to distressed
people and train them into new industries.
We do not think that program will get there
in time to do any good in the way of offering
relief to our people.

George Fecteau, president of the
United Shoe Workers of America, was
somewhat more emphatic. He said:

As one who has been in the fleld and has
seen factory after factory go down, and has
seen the efforts of our union and these work-
ers to place themselves in industry, I know
that such talk is a lot of damned foolishness.
It is not practicable or just.

William Pollock, president of the Tex-
tile Workers of America, also had some-
thing to say:

When you get an individual that has spent
20 or 30 years learning a skill * * * only to
find his job shipped to some other nation and
he is to be tralned to go, maybe, into the
electronice industry, where they are barely
paying a minimum wage, it is pretty hard
to convince him that this 1s a sacrifice he
must make in the interest of world peace.
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These were expressions from the heads
of unions where membership would be
most likely to become eligible for “ad-
justment assistance” and they did not
take kindly to it. Oh, the unions that
are in services or trades not directly hit
by imports might think the retraining
and relocation features of the bill would
be acceptable; but they are not the ones
involved and have had no experience
with displacement by imports.

Those who are in the direct line of
fire are not favorably impressed, as these
quotations show. Why, after all, should
a worker in the pottery, glass, shoe, or
textile industry be asked to lose his job
and go onto the ash heap for retraining
and possibly reloeation, so that someone
working in another industry could hold
on to his job or so that another indus-
try could hire someone else while the
shoe or textile or pottery or glass worker
made way for imports?

In the first place, the shoe, pottery,
or glass worker who already has a job
is working at it. If imports take the
job away from him how can anyone be
sure that someone somewhere else, prob-
ably in another State, will in fact hire
him? This would require quite an act
of faith. We may be sure that the com-
pany in which the worker was employed
would not rehire him if he lost his job to
imports. In fact, he would be one of
a number who were displaced and there
would no longer be a spot for him. It
is not likely that another pottery, tex-
tile, or glass plant would pick him up
unless they let someone else go, because
these other plants would also be under
pressure from imports. Under these cir-
cumstances there would be no new plants
opened or additions made to existing
ones. The displaced worker then must
go elsewhere.

The question is, Where would he go and
what skill would he offer? He would
find his past skill out of place and he
would either need retraining or would
have to go to work as an unskilled work-
er. This would greatly reduce his pay
and would be an economic waste. If
would also damage his self-respect.

The whole theory on which the ad-
justment assistance proposal is based
takes it for granted that new jobs can
be found. That this is a doubtful as-
sumption becomes clear when we think
of the distress areas that are already in
existence and how difficult it has been
to solve that problem. The areas sur-
rounding those in which employment is
down seldom have a demand for work-
ers beyond those currently employed.
Therefore it would be necessary to find
a labor-shortage area. These, to say
the least, are not plentiful. In fact, we
would be hard put to it to mention one,
not to mention a dozen or two.

Labor shortage areas do not usually
last very long. They go hand in hand
with some local boom or a general boom
that affects some particular areas with
more activity than others. By the time
the displaced workers were retrained any
labor shortage that had existed might be
gone.

The general effect of retraining would
be to create dependence on the Govern-
ment. Perhaps the Government would
soon be in a position of having to find
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the necessary jobs or having to create
them and thus causing chronic depend-
ence.

These difficulties would also apply to
adjustment assistance extended to man-
ufacturers. According to H.R. 9900
these would first have to suffer “pro-
longed and persistent inability to op-
erate at a profit” as a result of import
competition. There would have to be
“significant idling” of the production
facilities.

Translated into everyday language,
the company must have to lose money
persistently and for a prolonged period
of time because of imports and this must
have resulted in shutdowns significant
enough to impress the President or his
agent, before eligibility for technical as-
sistance, low-interest loans, and so forth,
could be established.

The whole effect of this provision
would be to kill the present escape
clause. Hardly a shadow of it would re-
main. The hope of getting relief in the
form of a tariff increase would be almost
nil and it would be a rare case indeed
that could qualify for such relief, con-
sidering the lack of feeling for domestic
industry reflected in the very spirit of
the bill.

To create wards of the Government in
the fashion contemplated in H.R. 9900
would indeed indicate that industry had
no friend in the Government, for the
proposed treatment could hardly be ad-
vanced if real concern existed. The ex-
tent of dependence on the Government
implied in the bill may be judged by
irreversibility of the President’'s action;
for there would be no appeal, not even
judicial review.

I for one do not believe that there is
not some much better solution or that
we should turn our backs on the escape
clause. While this clause has not been
properly administered, or administered
in a most negative manner, it should
not be discarded. On the contrary, it
should be amended in such a manner
that it would do what it was supposed to
do.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
James C. Davis] hit the nail on the head.
The State Department is aware that the
negative administration of the escape
clause has run its course. The record
has caught up with it. It is due for a
review. Now, instead of a review, we
are served with this bill, which would
pull our attention away from the main
business and thus avert our efforts.

What is needed is a better escape
clause, not a caricature of it in the form
of a bill that would undo all that the
Congress has done in its various amend-
ments of the clause since 1951 to assure
that the legislative intent was clear.
This bill, HR. 9900, would wipe away
the actions of every Congress since 1951
that sought to strengthen the clause.

I think we should do some legislating
on our own instead of leaving the ini-
tiative to the State Department on a
take it or leave it basis.

Mr. Speaker, we have had more than
enough encroachment from the State
Department on our constitutional juris-
diction. If is Congress and not the State
Department that is under obligation
under our organic law to regulate our
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foreign commerce. Now the State De-
partment presumes to tell us through
the President what sort of legislation
we should consider. This maneuver
should be rejected for what it is: namely,
a debasement of Congress and the en-
thronement of the State Department
in a field that belongs to Congress.

The gentleman from Georgia is to be
commended for taking the lead today in
this crucial battle. I thank him for al-
lowing this expression of strong support.

Mr. UTT. Mr. Speaker, in all the
explanations and interpretations of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 there are
admissions that some domestic indus-
tries will be hurt by the proposed re-
duction in tariffs. Consequently, some
thousands of workers will lose their jobs.
Nowhere that I know about is there any
definite information on which industries
will be hurt, which areas of the country
will suffer most, which employees will
lose their jobs. Are we not entitled to
this information? Can the State De-
partment or the Departments of Com-
merce or Labor furnish the Congress
with substantial estimates? Surely the
Congress must have answers to these
questions before it can vote intelligently
on this far-reaching proposal.

The President would be granted vast
powers over business and labor under
this proposal. In essence the President
may eliminate all duties of 5 percent or
less and transfer those products to the
free list. Other duties are to be re-
duced 50 percent over a 5-year period.
In agreement with the European Eco-
nomic Community—the Common Mar-
ket—the President would be empowered
to eliminate all duties on tropical agri-
cultural and forestry commodities;
eliminate all duties on agricultural
commodities; eliminate all duties on
commodities where the United States
and EEC together account for 80 per-
cent of world export value. Further-
more, the determinations by the terms
of the bill “shall be final and conclu-
sive and shall not be subject to review
by any court.” The authority requested
is sweeping, and should errors or over-
sights occur that might prove dangerous
to the economy, there is no recourse.
For this reason, if for no other, the
Congress must exercise great care in
its analysis of this proposed act. This
is no ordinary extension of the Recipro-
cal Trade Agreements Act., It is a whole
new concept of foreign trade.

It should be noted that in his message
to Congress on January 25, 1962, the
President talked about world trade but
in the proposed act the references are to
export value. The act includes no defi-
nition of world export values. It is
obvious that the term “world trade” as
used by the President will be understood
in its usual sense; namely, as referring
to buying and selling.

The term “export value,” as used in
Government statistics, includes the value
of merchandise exported by the United
States for which no dollars are received.
In hearings on H.R. 6611 before the
Senate Finance Committee, Senator
Harry F. Byrp characterized this meth-
od as deceitful. The trouble with this
sort of statistic is that export wvalue
includes aid as well as trade.
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No reductions in duties on imports are
required to persuade other nations to
accept gifts. No international trade
agreement is required to reduce the
amount of gifts. Gifts by our Govern-
ment should not be considered trade.
Neither gifts nor increases in gifts should
be counted in determining a concentra-
tion in the United States and the Eu-
ropean Economic Community of 80 per-
cent of the world export value in any
category of commodities.

I also have a deep concern about the
effects of the act on our policies toward
Cuba. AsIread section 211 of the Trade
Expansion Act, exports from the Com-
mon Market countries to Cuba in re-
placement of the goods the United States
now declines to sell to Cuba may also be
included in calculating the 80 percent of
the aggregate world export value. But
this section does not apply only to Cuba.
Exports to Red China, the Soviet Union,
and other Communist countries from the
six present nations that make up the
Common Market and from any addi-
tional members or affiliates at the time
of the calculation are included. There
is a large amount of exports from the
free world to Communist nations. A
recent estimate of these exports shows
that it is about $4.4 billion a year.

Thus, in some category the export
value of United States trade with all the
world may amount to only 20 percent
and the Common Market exports to the
Communist bloc may bring its total to
60 percent. The act would authorize the
President, under such circumstances, to
reduce or eliminate U.S. duties on any
or all articles in such category. If this
standard of the act becomes law, the
Common Market nations could demand
the reduction or elimination of such
U.S. duties. The President, we hope,
would resist such demands but at the
risk of creating friction or worse with
our major trading partners. This is an
example of the looseness with which
many sections of this act are drawn.

Mr. Speaker, I have no desire to be
overly technical about these matters, but
this is a highly technical proposal. H.R.
9900 is not an easy bill to digest. Section
after section is qualified or nullified by
other sections. As a result of propa-
ganda in support of H.R. 9900 it appears
that many segments of the public, some
of the press, and possibly some Members
of Congress have accepted the fallacy
that the present tariffs on imports into
the United States may not be reduced
more drastically and more rapidly than
by 50 percent in five equal annual in-
stallments, There is no such limitation
on all the reductions in duties authorized
in the act. Section 201(b) of the act
does provide for reductions in duties not
to exceed 50 percent of the rates existing
on July 1, 1962, and section 243 does
make some provision for reductions in
five equal annual installments. But
these portions of the act are extensively
qualified by important exceptions in the
act. Let me cite a few examples: If the
rate of duty is 5 percent ad valorem or
less, the duty may be completely elim-
inated in the first year under section
202, Section 243(b) (1) states that
where the total reduction is not more
than 25 percent of the July 1, 1962, rate,
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such reduction may be made in 1 year.
There is no 50 percent or other percent-
age limitation on the amount of reduc-
tions in rates of duties on agricultural
commodities or the products thereof.
Section 212, Technical perhaps, but
vital to many domestic industries.

This leads me, Mr. Speaker, to an-
other question I believe the Congress
needs answered. What will the duties on
imports to the United States be on July
1, 1962? GATT recently concluded ex-
tensive tariff negotiations and the
United States took part in these ses-
sions. The results have not yet been
announced. Will the new rates be made
public before we are asked to vote on
HR. 9900? It seems to me that the
Congress is entitled to this information.
Before we authorize a further 50 percent
reduction in tariff rates, the Congress
should know what is involved. Fifty per-
cent below what duties? I, for one, Mr.
Speaker, want some answers.

Some Members of Congress have seri-
ous qualms about this proposal. They
spring from the administration of the
act, should it become law. The President
cannot watch all the details. The au-
thority must be delegated and, as in the
past, it will be delegated to the State
Department. I think that most Mem-
bers who come from States and Districts
with industries sensitive to unregulated
imports are concerned about this. The
State Department is not noted for its
devotion to domestic industries. It has
shown little patience over the years with
complaints that imports were flooding
U.S. markets despite the fact that mills
and factories were going out of business
or on sharply curtailed employment. The
textile industry is a case in point. The
same is true of apparel plants. Lead
and zine, pottery, glassware, boots, and
shoes, gloves, the list is long. The State
Department, in the past, often took the
position that these lines were obsolete,
inefficient, or both. There is a dearth of
men and women in the State Depart-
ment who understand the intricacies of
industry. Without detailed knowledge
it is impossible to know the effects of
tariff cuts on many industries. General-
ities simply will not do. In the United
States we have many one-industry com-
munities, They are the economic life-
blood of these areas, and the effects on
these communities must be measured be-
fore the Congress rushes into authorizing
tariff cuts.

Another phase of this program is, 1
am sure, of great importance to all Mem-
bers. This is the effect on our national
defense. Will the Military Establish-
ment be consulted before the State De-
partment takes any action that might
result in the elimination of some domes-
tic industry? There is now pending, as
the Members know, a petition before the
OEP filed by all sections of the textile
industry for a determination of the es-
sentiality of the industry to the na-
tional defense. When the OEP will re-
port to the President I do not know, but
I, for one, would like fo see this report
before the Congress votes on H.R. 9900.

Once again I urge the Members to be-
ware of statistics, generalities, and over-
simplification in evaluating the effects
of H.R. 9900.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the gentleman for the statement he is
making and for his long and untiring
fight against this free-trade proposal.

Mr. Speaker, countless Americans
among the millions affected, directly or
indirectly, by President Kennedy's al-
most unprecedented new 1962 requests
for vast powers to shape a brandnew
international trade and tariffs program
are wondering if he is actually talking
about the fundamental American eco-
nomics studied by every schoolboy in this
country.

In his message to Congress on January
25, 1962, President Eennedy said in part:

Several hundred times as many workers
owe their jobs directly or indirectly to ex-
ports as are in the small group * * * who
might be adversely affected by a sharp
increase in imports.

Let us look at an official figure of the
U.S. Department of Labor released on
January 25. It stated that about 3,100,-
000 workers in the United States owed
their jobs to the Nation's export trade.
It is generally accepted that the 1960
working forece totaled 70 million, which
leaves a balance of about 67 million
Americans who, for all practical pur-
poses, owed their jobs to domestic opera-
tions.

Now let us take a look at some of the
U.S. industries vulnerable to imports,
industries which would be importantly
and immediately susceptible to disloca-
tions, possibly even mortally injured, if
the Congress abdicates its major respon-
sibilities and grants the sweeping powers
asked by President Kennedy. Remember
that the President is not asking for a
few simple changes in the Nation's pat-
tern of trade and tariffs. He is pressur-
ing Congress for a gigantic package on
a H-year arrangement.

If enacted, this legislation would “per-
mit the gradual elimination” of tariffs
here and in Europe on “those items in
which we together supply 80 percent of
the world's trade—mostly items in which
our own ability to compete is demon-
strated by the fact that we sell abroad
substantially more than we import.”

On other goods, and this would open
a second Pandora’s box, the act will
permit a gradual reduction of duties up
to 50 percent.

What would the elimination of tariffs
and wide-open free trade do for those
innumerable products, made in countless
cities and towns around the country,
that fall within the category of 80 per-
cent of the world's trade? And how
many thousands, and even tens of
thousands, of workers and their families,
would be directly left without means of
support, and on public relief rolls, if the
President cut in half the tariffs now
shoring up the last remaining ramparts
against the low-labor-content wages of
many alien competitive products?

With respect to the hard-pressed tex-
tile and allied industries, the President
himself has expressed public concern,
thus contradicting his own statement.
The textile mill products industry has
about 891,000 workers, and the apparel
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and related products industries repre-
sents about 1,225,300 workers.

But what about the ghost towns and
breadlines arising from other U.S. in-
dustries vulnerable to imports? Ac-
cording to the U.S. Department of Labor,
“Employment and Earnings,” January
1962, chemicals and allied products ac-
count for 834,000 workers; leather and
leather products, 362,900; rubber and
miscellaneous plastic products—other
than tires—278,400; rolling, drawing, ex-
truding of nonferrous imetals, 176,800;
electrical industrial apparatus, 172,600;
scientific instruments, optical goods, and
surgical and dental equipment, 161,800;
electronic components, 160,600; fabri-
cated structural steel, and metal doors,
sashes, frame and trim, 156,000, et cetera.

Any American schoolboy can do his
own addition on these figures of these
numerous industries jeopardized by
wide-open, free trade, or duty reductions
aggregating 50 percent, and judge for
himself whether the fotal of Americans
affected will be small.

President Kennedy and the tremen-
dous lobby pressuring Congress for this
legislation, in toto—a veritable blank
check for 5 full years—conveniently
neglect to mention the unemployment
situation prevailing in this country. Un-
employment is a perennial problem. For
32 years, except for wartime and rela-
tively brief periods of boom, unemploy-
ment has fluctuated between 4 and 25
percent of the labor force. In the
Wheeling, W. Va. area—an area, where
President Kennedy personally made un-
filled promises when that State was a
springboard fo his nomination—unem-
ployment is officially about 16 to 17 per-
cent. It is generally agreed that the
Nation’s unemployment is in the neigh-
borhood of 4.2 million. Meanwhile boom
conditions prevail in Japan, Italy, West
Germany, and other areas poised to flood
the United States with cheaper competi=
tive products made with low-wage labor
and, in many instances, produced on
post-World War H machines furnished
in full or in part by the American tax-
payer through the continuing give-
away programs,

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. HeEMp~
HiLL] may revise and extend his remarks
immediately following the remarks of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross].

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Speaker, I have
listened with great interest to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. James C.
Davis] and I am happy to have before me
the sentiments expressed by him.

The legislation proposed in H.R. 9900
represents a sharp departure indeed
from the existing law. From the ex-
perience that we have had with the ad-
ministration of the present law, par-
ticularly the escape clause, the expected
legislation should have been something
designed to correct the weaknesses of the
law, that is, it should have strengthened
the escape clause so that industry, the
workers, and the farmers would have had
greater assurance that when they faced
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destructive import competition the sup-
posed remedy would have come to their
support.

Unsatisfactory as the administration
of the escape clause was—and it was only
about 10 percent effective—at first blush
it appears that the present bill would
not only do nothing to improve it but
would emasculate it. I find it very dif-
ficult to understand. I feel sure that
the sentiment in this body was that what
was needed to make it possible to live
with the trade agreements program was
a tightening up of the escape clause to
make it more responsive to its intent.
Instead of that we are offered a bill
of the opposite character.

It is hard to avoid the conclusion that
this legislation is offered as an offense to
forestall the kind of legislation that is
really needed. In other words, a strong
offense is the best defense. Other than
that I can find no justification for the
new proposal. It is intended to head off
fulfillment of all the promises made by
past Presidents and Secretaries of State.

The very spirit of H.R. 9900 is alien
to these promises and in fact repudiates
them. One wonders where the mandate
comes from. This bill brings no comfort
to the many industries and producers
who are struggling against the toughest
kind of import competition. It seems to
say that if these industries cannot com-
pete they are ipso facto inefficient and
that they may as well prepare to suc-
cumb. The indictment is wholly un-
justified and the treatment proposed is
in the nature of punitive exposure for
failure to compete when much of the
inability to do so is directly attributable
to burdens imposed by law.

Our domestic industries bear cost
burdens to which their foreign competi-
tors are not subject at all. After impos-
ing many competitive handicaps on our
producers we would now penalize them
for inability to compete. This is too
much like tying a man’s hands behind
his back and then condemning him for
his poor fighting performance. That our
industries and their workers and our
farmers, to whom we look for increasing
production and expanding employment,
should be treated in this fashion seems
unbelievable.

Above all, it seems like an odd ap-
proach to the economic growth that is
called for if we are to meet the challenge
of employment in this country. How
can we expect the many industries that
are battered by import competition to
expand their plants or to build new ones
in this country when the market out-
look for expanded sales is gloomy? And
if they fail to do this, the workers who
otherwise would be employed will find
no openings.

Many firms have been driven to over-
sea investment for this very reason,
and let no one minimize the negative
effect that this pressure to expand
abroad rather than in this country has
had on employment. Itstands to reason
that when hundreds of companies ex-
pand outside of this country rather than
inside of it, the drag on employment is
serious. One company salone, namely
the Ford Motor Co., invested some $365
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million in England rather than in the
United States. This was merely the
most dramatic example. Many others
did the same and others are following
suit.

Now, to say that this trend has played
no part in creation of the so-called hard
core of unemployment is to ignore what
has been going on at a rapid pace. This
has been in response to the competitive
outlook both here and abroad.

To try to correct this trend by increas-
ing import competition through yet
deeper tariff cuts passes my comprehen-
sion. The very idea that you can stop
the bleeding of a wound by cutting
deeper into it, is nonsense of the first
order.

It is said that we must export more in
order to put people to work. In order to
expand our exports we must buy more;
and in order to do this we must cut down
what is left of our tariffs. In other
words, if we want to enjoy the growing
Common Market in Europe we must
bring about a reduction of the outer
tariff that is to ring the Inner Six. To
do this we must offer reciprocal conces-
sions in this country.

The supposed effect would be to halt
the outward movement of our capital to
Europe because we could ship directly
from the United States. Mr. Speaker,
this would be a forlorn hope for the
simple reason that the advantage would
still lie in manufacturing in the Com-
mon Market. Moreover, those of our
companies that had already established
themselves inside of the outer tariff wall
would participate in supplying the ex-
panding market within. They would not
ship from this country but take advan-
tage of the lower costs over there. This
advantage would continue, and would
still confront all American exporters who
had not invested within the market with
the need of doing so since that would be
the best if not the only way of selling
within it,

The European countries themselves
would not look with such great favor on
our further tariff reductions on prod-
uets that now come predominantly from
Europe, once they realized what it
would mean. It would be an open invi-
tation to Japan to come in and give the
Europeans a run for their money in this
market. In other words, if we removed
our tariff on certain imports from the
Common Market Japan could also ship
in here without paying duty.

We should not be stampeded by vi-
sions of vast sales in a fast-growing mar-
ket in Europe. Principally we will be
on the outside looking in, except to the
extent of our investment within the
market.

Japan has grown more rapidly than
Europe in point of gross national prod-
uct; but in physical volume of goods we
are buying more in Japan than we sell
there. Our imports from Japan are
about 95 percent manufactured prod-
ucts, usually labor-intensive goods,
whereas raw products predominate in
our exports to Japan. In terms of
employment we are getting from Japan
easily twice as many man-hours of work
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as are involved in the production of the
goods we sell to Japan. Given time
Japan will build additional industries,
many of them with the help of our own
manufacturers. We may not look to
Japan as a vast market for our manu-
factured goods; and yet it is in the field
of manufacturing that our heaviest
productive employment exists, rather
than in the production of raw materials.
While in terms of value we export to
Japan more than we import we run a
deficit in terms of employment in our
trade with her.

The proposed legislation is somewhat
unrealistic because it fails to face the
facts of competition and the source of
employment and unemployment. The
best inducement to industrial expansion
in this country will be found in assuring
a better investment climate. This does
not involve cutting off imports or re-
ducing trade. All that is involved is
proper regulation of import competition
so that it will not stand as an obstacle
to market development and sales promo-
tion.

This country is a strong believer in
competition. In that respect we have
pioneered and led the world. At the
same time we have striven to assure the
fairness of competition and have placed
many laws on the statute books to that
end. Witness the Sherman Antitrust
Act of 1890, the Clayton Act, the Federal
Trade Commission Act and the Robin-
son-Patman Act. These acts were all
enacted to prevent monopoly and to pre-
vent unfair trade practices.

We went beyond that. We undertook
to prevent sweatshop wages and employ-
ment of child labor from bestowing com-
petitive cost advantages on the practi-
tioners of such employment practices.
We passed the minimum wage and maxi-
mum hour laws and made -collective
bargaining obligatory. All of this was
done to prevent unfair practices from
giving a competitive advantage.

These laws necessarily stop at our na-
tional boundaries. We cannot legislate
for other countries. We cannot offset
their competitive cost advantages that
arise from practices that would be illegal
in this country except by regulating the
condition of importation. The recog-
nized means of doing this are the tariff
and the import quota or a combination
of the two.

We should not deprive ourselves of
these proper and appropriate defenses
against the effects of practices in for-
eign countries that would not be toler-
ated in this country.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. I yield to my
colleague from Connecticut.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. The question I
would like to ask the gentleman involves
a real effort on the part of those of us
who represent the textile industry to
work out a serious program that would
be helpful to the textile industry. It is
our understanding that our representa-
tives in Congress did work out a program,
a bH-year program which applied to a
large segment of one of our industries,
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textiles—at least it is acceptable in part.
The question I have is this: If we are
able to negotiate for the textile industry,
the President advises us he will do some-
thing for wool and other fibers, why does
that not set a pattern for all industry?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. I would say
in reply to the gentleman’s statement
that it may set a pattern, but would the
pattern be followed? The gentleman
has spoken of only one particular in-
dustry. There are many industries which
will be affected by this so-called trade
extension and frade agreements bill in
addition to those which the gentleman
has named. I can name a dozen.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. 8o can I,

Mr. JAMES C, DAVIS. Steel, ply-
wood, sewing machines, watches, bi-
cycles, chemicals, glass, paint—the list
is as long as your arm.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. My point was
that if we were able to negotiate effec-
tively in setting up a 5-year program
which was suggested why could not other
5-year programs be set up following this
pattern? We would suggest that the
same general pattern be followed, and
that we set up 5-year programs for all
of the industries that may well be af-
“fected seriously by this flood of imports.

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. If we could
be assured that the U.S. Government
on its part would negotiate in keeping
with this pattern, if we could be as-
sured that the governments of the
Common Market and the governments
of Europe and Japan and the others
involved in this problem would negotiate
on their part, if we could be assured that
those negotiations would result in an
agreement satisfactory, that would give
the proper consideration and relief to
our industries, then we could. Such as-
surance we do not have even under the
kind of negotiations which our Gov-
ernment would carry on, let alone nego-
tiations other governments would carry
on, so there is nothing we can rely upon
so far as they are concerned.

I want to say this to the gentleman,
if that is going to be the pattern, why
does this bill H.R, 9900 carry all of these
provisions for subsidizing American in-
dustries which would be injured by the
so-called agreements? Why does it carry
the agreements that workers will be sub-
sidized, that workers will be retrained?
If there were any intention of doing
what the gentleman suggests there would
be no point whatsoever in having these
provisions in the bill.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I agree with
the gentleman and that is why I think
that having made a good case in one in-
dustry we could move forward on that
basis.

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. We may have
established a pattern, but there is no
assurance that the pattern will be car-
ried out.

Mr. SEELEY-BROWN. If we have
been successful in one industry why
could we not be sueccessful in many
others?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Well, I think
this bill is far from being a unanimous
bill as it now stands.
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Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. I yield to the
gentleman from South Dakota.
BRAVE NEW WORLD

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, the new
trade bill, H.R. 9900, that has been pre-
sented to Congress represents what is
called a bold new foreign economic
policy.

Widely touted by State Department
officials in Washington and the big city
newspapers of the East, the program is
designed to open our gates to more and
more imports from abroad by lower
tariffs. Any injury to a community or
to an individual business establishment
would be compensated through Federal
Government handouts, or “readjustment
assistance”. This means that loans
would be given to businessmen injured
by imports to go into new businesses;
and employees would get extended un-
employment compensation and be re-
trained for new jobs. No provision is
made for farmers or ranchmen, or farm
workers who are driven out by imports,
for reasons not disclosed.

Now, no American is against foreign
trade. Obviously we need it. Many
products are not produced here in suffi-
cient quantity to supply our vast Ameri-
can market. For simple examples, there
are coffee, bananas and many minerals
such as tin and asbestos.

Nor can anybody be against foreign
trade in manufactured goods where the
ground rules of competition are rela-
tively fair—where the foreign goods are
not underpriced because of sweatshop
labor and are not attempting to devour
the entire American market.

But, and this is a big but, the real
problem is just that. In many agricul-
tural products such as lamb, cattle, bar-
ley, and rye, and industrial products such
as pottery, hardwood plywood, glass, ath-
letic goods, carpets, tile, and many
others, the imports have swamped our
markets. They have curtailed farm out-
put and caused plant closings and have
thrown hard-working American citizens
out of their jobs.

Now it is said by the State Department
that we must have imports if other coun-
tries are to buy the products which we
manufacture for export. Other coun-
tries must have dollars to buy our ex-
ports. Yes, this is the case but the
matter must be kept within reason. In
our import policy, emphasis should be
given to those products which we cannot
readily supply ourselves.

Again, it is said by the State Depart-
ment that imports keep our prices in
line and avoid inflation. This argument
is phony. Under our antitrust laws, we
have the most vigorous competition in
the world between domestic manufactur-
ers. Where imports come in, way below
the competitive domestic prices, it means
that the American producer or manufac-
turer eventually has to sell below cost or
go out of business—with resultant job
losses.

It is an easily verifiable fact that from
1950 to 1960 employment on our farms
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dropped by 2.8 million, This was a 28-
percent decline.

Yet we continued to allow imports of
many competing farm products to grow
from year to year.

These farm workers are thrown on in-
dustry. Not all of them soon find em-
ployment. Where do they fit in this bill,
H.R. 9900?

Agricultural unemployment did not
come from inefficiency. Quite the con-
trary. It was caused by rapidly rising
farm productivity. Why then let im-
ports aggravate the situation? They
claim imports of some industrial prod-
ucts are justified on the grounds that
our industries are inefficient. That is
just as false an indictment as it would
be if it were aimed at the farmers.

We do not know what happens to the
farmworker who loses his job. Let us
look at what the loss of a factory job
means.

What does the loss of a manufacturing
job mean not only to the man, but to his
community? That, of course, is a little
hard to compute with precision. How-
ever, the average wage earner, city or
rural, has a wife and at least two chil-
dren. Thus, loss of his job—and at the
time of high national unemployment—
means that not one but four people in a
community are deprived of a livelihood.
In other words, if a plant with 100 work-
ers closes down, that means that 400
people are placed in dire financial
straits. :

But we are not just talking about the
jobs in the plant itself, and the employ-
ee's family. We are talking about every
job in the community. Dollars paid to
a factory worker are spent and respent
several times in a community. For ex-
ample, dollars spent at the grocery store
may be used to pay the wages of grocery
employees who, in turn, may buy other
goods or place the money in the bank.

It is authoritatively estimated that,
for every 100 jobs permanently lost, a
community is deprived of at least
$360,000 in annual retail sales; $270,000
in bank deposits; 107 automobile regis-
trations; 112 households; 74 jobs in
other enterprises; and 4 retail establish-
ments,

In addition to this, other significant
cutbacks must occur, such as reduced
Federal, State, and local tax revenues;
greater outlays for unemployment com-
pensation; declining school budgets;
less income for charitable purposes.

These figures give an idea of the chain
reaction effect of a job lost to a com-
munity through imports.

And yet, the State Department is de-
manding we cut our present low tariffs
to let in more foreign imports—and our
tariffs are much lower than those in al-
most every other country—and still the
State Department wants to cut our tar-
iffs by 50 percent. Cutting the tariffs
in half will mean increased floods of
imports, and not just in those industries
already hard hit but in many others, for
which there remains some moderate
American tariff protection, including
some farm products.
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On top of that, the tariff on farm
products could be removed completely
in negotiations with the Common Mar-
ket under section 212 of the bill, pro-
vided only that the President determined
that it would assure the maintenance
of expansion of U.S. exports of the com-
modity, or products made of it. This
could have untold ramifications and
cause uneasiness in almost any farming
operation.

This would bestow entirely too much
power on any President, and I would op-
pose it regardless of who might occupy
the White House.

Today, growth seems to be the favor-
ite word here in Washington. Our rate
of national economic growth is inade-
quate, we are told. We are told we are
slipping, and we are not keeping pace
with other nations. If we do not grow
faster, the Russians will get us and so
on. Yet how can we have growth when
imports stunt or destroy industry’s abil-
ity to create the growth? If Congress
enacts the program being propagandized
by the State Department, it will hurt our
national economic growth, not help it.
Who will expand his plant when he sees
nothing ahead but more and more im-
ports?

We are told this: Yes, the imports are
necessary and if the working people are
injured by them, Government money will
be available to help out.

This helping hand is not extended
to farmers and farmworkers and I do
not say that it should be. It has no
place in any tariff bill. Nevertheless,
let us look at the facts here. If a manu-
facturer is forced to close down, he is to
be given Federal help to help him go
into another business. First of all, what
is the other business? If it is there, why
is somebody else not in it? The answer
is that somebody else is in this business
and presumably getiing along or he still
would not be in it. Now to take a man
who is manufacturing plywood or pottery
and give him some Federal money and
Federal technical help to go into the

_ missile or electronies business does not
make any sense at all. First, the ply-
wood or pottery man does not know any-
thing about the missile business, and he
certainly is not going to grasp the know-
how overnight in anything so compli-
cated in this space age. Then if the
Government gives him tax money to help
him get started in the new business, all
that means is that the Government is
in effect taking the money from the peo-
ple who already are in going businesses,
and giving it to somebody new.

Then take the worker. I.et us take a
plywood worker. The skilled operator
of a complicated saw is out of a job.
Let us say Washington wants to retrain
him into an clectronics worker. First,
can Washington really do this? Second,
does he have to move a thousand miles
to get a new job in a new field?—even if
one is available?

And the problem is even more compli-
cated in the case of a worker who is, let
us say, in his fifties. Washington can
train him to be the best electronics me-
chanic in the world and ship him off to
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San Diego, but he would still find it
almost impossible to get a job at his age.

Now let us examine this matter as one
might one’s own conscience.

Let us each look at our own situation
here in his own community.

When the manufacturing jobs go, the
retailer loses sales and ends up with
more bad debts.

Bank deposits will go down: news-
paper advertising will fall off; taxes will
fall off and the community will need to
borrow money and interest rates go up.

Congress should reject this State De-
partment program. It should substitute
a program which would encourage rea-
sonable quantities of imports but would
prevent any domestic farm operation or
industry from being mortally wounded
by import competition. Our Govern-
ment should give every industry ade-
quate tariff protection to keep operating,

to save jobs, and to spend money for .

more growth.

American businessmen and workers do
not want Federal handouts. They want
their present businesses and jobs. They
do not want to be treated like retreaded
tires. They want prevention, not sur-
gery. All they want is to compete with
foreign preoducts under ground rules
which create fair and equitable terms of
competition.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I am
concerned at some of the implications
of the publicity program which is going
on to promote the foreign trade legisla-
tion.

Personally, I am in favor of doing
whatever we can to stimulate the export
business of this country and I under-
stand that imports are the natural con-
comitants of exports. I want to give
the bill fair and objective consideration.
But this House and the Nation at large
can only give the trade program fair
consideration if we have certain factual
information upon which to base our
judgment.

Mr. Speaker, I have in my hand a
news release issued by the Office of the
Secretary of Commerce, dated Janu-
ary 29, 1962, which states:

Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges
today disclosed results of nationwide survey
by the Bureau of the Census pinpointing for
the first time the value of manufactured

products exported from each of the 50 States
during 1960,

The release goes on further to say:

This new survey reveals for the first time
the specific stake each of our 50 States has
in reaching rapidly expanding free world
markets. I think these figures provide all
of us with graphic proof of that vital stake,
and will help us to do even better in the
future.

The statistical tables accompanying
the release set out some figures which
are clearly not supported by my own
investigation in the District of Columbia.
This is a discrepancy which I think must
be explained. I am bringing this mat-
ter to the attention of the House at this
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time so that the Members may have the
benefit of any comment, correction, or
revision the Secretary of Commerce
wishes to make.

The item to which I have reference is
alleged export of printed matter from
the District of Columbia in the year 1960
to the total dollar volume of $4,600,000.
This seemed to me to be an unusually
large amount, and so I made some per-
sonal inquiries.

The result of a necessarily brief inves-
tigation was to learn that in the District
of Columbia there are only seven print-
ing houses that employ more than 100
eraployees. The Secretary’s release pur-
ports to be based on information solicited
from companies in that category.

The survey, based on questionnaires re-
turned by companies employing more than
100 workers for each plant exporting more
than $25,000 in 1960, also provides State-by-
State estlmates of exports by major product
group.

Yet a spokesman for these printers has
advised me that they did not advise the
Department of Commerce that they had
exports of $4,600,000 in 1960. On the
contrary, I was informed that they had
actually notified the Department of
Commerce that they had no exports in
the year 1960.

Mr. Speaker, for the Secretary of
Commerce to make an estimate of the
value of a certain kind of export is one
thing. For the Secretary to publish cer-
tain figures as faets resulting from a
survey is another thing. For the Sec-
retary to publish as facts certain figures
actually contradicted by the subjects
of the survey is a third and very differ-
ent thing indeed.

As I have stated, I bring this mat-
ter to the attention of the House that
the truth ean be established before ac-
tion on the trade policy proposals is
commenced. I intend to ask the Secre-
tary of Commerce to comment on this
discrepancy between his survey and my
own. Perhaps there is a valid explana-
tion, and if there is, I shall, of course,
advise the House of it.

Even if there is no reasonable ex-
planation forthcoming, I hope that this
inquiry will serve a useful purpose.

I, for one, am truly concerned by the
problems of frade policy that confront
the Nation, by the adverse balance of
payments, by the fate of many American
wage earners which depends to a greater
or less degree on exports. I welcome the
opportunity to make an objective and
comprehensive survey of the problem
and the proposed solutions, and to take
constructive action suited to our cir-
cumstances,

But if the Members of this House are
to do these things successfully, they
must have facts. They must have in-
formation which is accurate and in
which they have confidence, I hope
that the Secretary of Commerce can re-
store my confidence in the figures he
published on January 29, or at the very
least, will give us such assurance as may
be necessary to give us confidence in
figures that may issue from his office
in the future.
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Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Bow] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcoRrp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I wish to ap-
plaud those who are not overwhelmed by
the torrents of propaganda that have
been loosed over the land by the Gov-
ernment departments and agencies and
the various private groups that have been
shouting for the new tariff proposals of
the President. I do not recall ever be-
fore witnessing anything gquite so bla-
tant and filled with exaggerations and
distortions as this campaign.

As someone else has remarked, they
must have a very doubtful production to
sell if they have to rely on ballyhoo to
this extent.

And that exactly is their trouble.
They do have a doubtful product to un-
load; and in trying to unload it on the
public they are using worse than dubi-
ous methods. They are using false sta-
tistics, unsubstantiated claims and bald
guesses and are generally relying on ex-
aggerations and suppressions to sustain
their message.

It is an unseemingly thing to do. The
amount of executive lobbying has been
appalling. A vast amount of literature,
paid for by the taxpayers, has been dis-
seminated and continues to fill the mail
bags; and it has had one thing in com-
mon: it is all in support of the proposed
drastic tariff-cutting program. This
means that money is taken from the op-
ponents no less than from the support-
ers of the bill, to conduct propaganda
that in the opinion of a great many peo-
ple is not in the national interest.

There is a natural human revulsion
against asking a man to pay for the dig-
ging of his own grave. The taxpayer
should not be asked to contribute to
Government propaganda that he regards
as being against his best interests and
indeed detrimental in a very concrete
way. Yet the Government, because of
its powerful position and with access to
all means of communication, sees noth-
ing wrong with saturation of the propa-
ganda media in this fashion.

You will find false statements con-
tinuously disseminated and perpetuated
because no editor seemingly bothers to
check the original guess or estimate. So
long as the substance of it sounds good
and supports the Government’s position
it is repeated, both by the Government
and the outside supporters.

For example, it is said that only 30
percent of our imports compete with
domestic production. Yet, dutiable im-
ports represent slightly over 60 percent
of total imports. If they are not com-
petitive why was a tariff levied on them?
Also, of our total imports finished manu-
factures, semimanufactures—that is, ma-
terial processed to some degree—plus
manufactured foodstuffs now account for
two-thirds. Moreover, some duty-free
imports are themselves directly compe-
titive with domestic products. Fresh and
frozen tuna provide a good example; and
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also newsprint, of which we import a
great volume. Iron ore is also duty-free
but it competes with our Minnesota and
Michigan iron ore. Crude rubber is an-
other competitive item on which we levy
no duty. Imports are quite heavy.

No doubt the purpose of this kind of
irresponsible if not premeditated distor-
tion is to convey the idea that further
drastic duty reductions would do little
damage because competitive imports are
made out to be such a small part of the
total.

It has not occurred to these minimiz-
ers and shrinkers of unwelcome facts
that if they carry their argument too
far they will kill their own contention
that further tariff reduction would be
helpful to this country and to the world.
Why bother so much over a proposal
that would affect only a small part of
our trade if it were adopted? If im-
port competition is of little moment
anything that we might do with it would
produce only miniscule consequences.

The facts, of course, are different.
Beyond the industries that are now ex-
posed to import competition, additional
ones that have thus far been relatively
immune, will come into competitive
range as the other industrial countries
expand the variety of their products,
develop new industries and saturate
their home markets. Even today a
number of industries that previously
were little affected by imports are feel-
ing the rising impact. Tile, steel prod-
ucts, radios, typewriters, binoculars,
automobiles, chains, nuts and bolis,
cantaloupes, strawberries, grass seeds,
baseball gloves, flat glass, carpets, golf
balls, wire rope, plumbing hardware,
tennis rackets, and so forth, are ex-
amples of products that have in recent
years become awakened to import com-
petition; in some cases of a very sharp
and distressing variety.

Another common assertion is that we
had a $5 billion surplus in merchandise
exports over imports in 1960 and a little
more in 1961.

This is not a false assertion but con-
veys a wholly false impression. Those
who give utterance to this bald fact are
taking advantage of the woeful and cul-
pable lack of information available to
the public on the seamy side of the trade
program. Nothing but the good news
gets to the public. The adverse part is
suppressed, smothered or greatly muted.

It is not that attention has not been
called to the makeup of this so-called
$5 billion surplus. It has been done time
and again but the facts do not reach the
public. By and large the newspapers
are in support of the freer trade program
and have acted as willing and even eager
purveyors of the official handouts, They
have done little or nothing to establish
the accuracy or inaccuracy of the propa-
ganda statements.

The most misleading use commonly
made of the $5 billion surplus in exports
resides in the claim that this surplus
demonstrates that we are competitive in
world markets. Otherwise we could not
run up a surplus. No mention is made
of the fact that the total export figures
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that include the surplus also include for-
eign aid exports, as well as exports of
goods sold for foreign currencies; of cot-
ton, wheat, and wheat flour, which in
1960 amounted to $2 billion but which
were subsidized to the extent of some
$550 to $600 million in order to move
them.

Nothing is said of the outright gifts
that are counted as part of the export
total. Little mention is made of the low-
interest loans that have been extended
in recent years to foreign countries.
These give rise to exports that would not
otherwise come about.

The maneuver, involving suppression
of unwelcome facts, exaggerations of
favorable trends, and so forth, is one
that would fail completely if the read-
ing or listening public were more fully
informed. The cynical statecraft thus
indulged in feeds on ignorance, and for
its success depends on ignorance, This
ignorance, however, may not be the fault
of the public. It arises from the failure
of newspapers and other media to fulfill
their obligation to a public that is too
trusting and too readily accepts what is
printed or said by presumably public-
spirited persons.

The fact is that our imports of nearly
$15 billion represent the expenditure of
more man-hours of work and therefore
would mean more employment in other
countries than was necessary to pro-
duce the $20 billion worth of goods that
we exported.

The fact of our greater exports in
terms of value does not mean that we
are exporting more than we are import-
ing; nor does it mean that we are uni-
versally competitive in oversea mar-
kets. It does mean that the $5 billion
export surplus is artificial and spurious
in terms of physical volume of goods and
as evidence of a healthy competitive
standing.

Yet another fallacy which the free-
trade promoters feed to the public is
that foreign wages that are much lower
than our own do not confer a competi-
tive advantage on foreign producers. We
are so much more productive, it is said,
than foreign manufacturers, miners,
farmers, fisheries, lumberers, and so
forth, that we can afford to pay much
higher wages and still come out with
10“;;&1‘ cost of production per unit of out-
put.

At one time there was some truth in
this view, since other countries gener-
ally were far below our level of produc-
tivity., Today this is very much
changed; and as other countries install
more and more modern machinery and
equipment and modernize their produc-
tion methods, their productivity per
man-hour will continue to rise. Al-
ready, especially in the past 5 years, .
productivity has been rising rapidly in a
number of the European countries and
in Japan. Yet the wages continue to
lag far behind those prevailing in this
country. In order for them to catch up,
even in 10 or 20 years, it would be neces-
sary that our wages stood still.

To build a foreign trade policy on the
notion that our wage levels will be frozen
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until wages in other industrial countries
come abreast of ours would be to con-
demn our industry, our agriculture and
our labor to stagnation and our economy
to a sure collapse. The further drastic
reduction of the tariff, as proposed in
H.R. 9900, would under these circum-
stances spread ruin throughout the land.
Our industry would emigrate at a ris-
ing pace and in time would leave behind
a mere shell into which foreign goods
would pour for awhile; but the import
boom itself would not last long. It would
dry up because our economy and its pur-
chasing power are based on employ-
ment of our workers in productive pur-
suits, not in mere trades and services.

Nevertheless the discredited and out-
dated assertion that low foreign wages
do not offer a competitive disadvantage
to us continues to be uttered and re-
peated in quarters that must know it no
longer reflects the true state of affairs.

If we but reflect on the movement of
the textile, particularly the cotton tex-
tile industry, from New England to the
South we should be able to draw some
useful lessons from movements in re-
sponse to lower wages. This migration
was slow, covering more than 40 years,
and is now about 90 percent complete.
Nevertheless, despite this slow pace it
created great industrial havoc and much
human distress in many New England
areas.

If we keep in mind that the difference
in wages between New England and the
South was not as great as it is between
this country and foreign countries, par-
ticularly those of Japan, we can guess
how much more disruptive would be the
exposure of our industries to free trade.

H.R. 9900 proposed 50-percent tariff
reductions in 5 years and free trade in
what appears to be a considerable seg-
ment of the total import volume in a
similar period of fime.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the rapidly
rising productivify abroad, I say this
would spell inevitable disaster to many
of our industries. Let me add that I
cannot bring myself to understand how
the new tariff proposal can be put for-
ward seriously. To my mind it can rep-
resenf no more than a strong offense
that has been launched as offering the
best defense. I cannot believe that the
proposal is serious. If it is, then it is
indeed a serious matter.

Beside the distortions and exaggera-
tions that I have mentioned many others
are current. One of them is the claim
that 4'%2 million workers are employed
in foreign trade. That would be about
7 percent of our total employment; but
our exports are about 3.7 percent of our
total national product. The two figures
are nearly 100 percent apart.

These are only some of the examples,
There are many others. I hope that be-
fore we finish with this subject it will
be possible to present to the public the
facts as they are rather than the fare
served by governmental and other propa-

ts. The executive lobbying in this
legislative effort is appalling and should
be curbed.

When the executive begins to lobby
the legislative branch it should become
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subject to the Lobbying Act and the ex-
penditures on this activity should be
made public along with those of all pri-
vate lobbyists.

I am happy to associate myself with
the position of the gentleman from
Georgia and thank him for yielding to
me.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad that the outpouring of official
propaganda on the new trade program
from the executive branch, including the
State and Commerce Departments, no
less than the Departments of Agriculture
and Labor, is beginning to arouse an echo
in the Congress.

One would think from reading the
newspapers and magazines or listening
to commentators of radio and TV that
there is barely more than one side to this
issue. Certainly the vast bulk of the
news and information contained in this
flood of words is on the side of the ad-
ministration’s proposal. The official
propaganda is usually treated as gospel
while very niggardly treatment is given
to the responses made by the opposition.

It is, of course, a disservice to the peo-
ple of this country to serve them with
such one-sided news and opinion. No
issue lies above proper airing, especially
when it is before Congress for legisla-
tion. The trade issue should be no ex-
ception. Yet, because the predominant
press opinion is in support of the trade
proposal the issue is not being aired as
it should be.

It has been virtually impossible, for
example, to get any light on the Common
Market other than the glowing accounts
that emanate from its sponsors and
promoters.

I believe that my colleagues would be
much surprised to learn, for example,
that the highly touted trade expansion
within the Common Market was much
more impressive in percentage terms
than in absolute terms. It may sound
very impressive to say that trade ex-
panded “by just over 50 percent both in
volume and value” among the six Com-
mon Market countries from 1958 to 1960;
1958 being the first year of the effective-
ness of the Treaty of Rome on which the
Common Market rests.

The statement is designed to show how
beneficial the Common Market has been
to its members.

Now get ready for the facts that will
explode the bubble. This will hurt a bit
because the facts make us feel that
somehow we have been taken in by the
Madison Avenue type of publicity. I
quote now from the “Information Memo”
of the European Economic Community
dated January 1962 and marked P-221,
page T:

Though trade within the Community
(l.e., the Common Market) ls constantly ex~
panding, it still represents no more than a
small part of total production; between 3
and 4 percent In Italy, 4 and & percent in
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France, 6 and 7 percent in the Federal Re-
public of Germany, 13 and 14 percent in the
Belgo-Luxembourg Economic Union, and 18
to 20 percent in the Netherlands.

In other words, with the exception of
the Benelux countries, the intra-Com-
munity trade has been of slight im-
portance and a 50-percent increase still
does not make it important.

‘We have also been told how prosperous
the EEC—Common Market—countries
have been within the past few years.
This fact is supposed to impress us with
the value of the 30-percent tariff reduc-
tion that has been made internally.

This interpretation overlooks the
equally prosperous condition of the other
European countries, including Norway
and Sweden, Denmark and even Austria.
Japan, which is far removed from the
Common Market, has enjoyed the most
amazing growth of all.

There is a great deal of good to be ex-
pected from the Common Market, but we
do little to enhance our own reputation
for sound judgment if we accept the
superficial and promotional statements
at their face value, After all, the Com-
mon Market is but a mark of the awak-
ening of Europe to the enjoyment of a
mass market such as this country has
enjoyed for many generations.

The Market is therefore to be ap-
plauded for what it will do for the par-
ticipating countries. It was not set up
with the idea of helping the United
States; rather with the idea of making
up for lost time in catching up with us.

We on our part are not called upon
either to try to get into the Market or
to associate ourselves with it. Unques-
tionably we should look after our in-
terests, but this does not mean that we
are bound to offer further concessions
to the EEC. Even to suggest this is re-
volting, considering what we have al-
ready given without much in return. It
is now generally admitted that our con-
cessions, that is, tariff cuts since 1934,
so far as Europe was concerned, were not
reciprocated, and were in the nature of
trading horses for rabbits, with the
United States providing the horses and
receiving rabbits in return.

Having given away four-fifths of our
tariff we are now to slice the remainder
in half and in some cases to cut iv to zero
as an inducement for better tariff or
other custom treatment for our goods
exported to the Common Market.

The curious logic behind such a pro-
posal is made stranger yet when we
reflect that our imports from the Com-
mon Market countries increased 300
percent from 1950 to 1960 while our ex-
ports to them increased only 112 per-
cent. This fact should be enough to
demonstrate that the Inner Six already
have ready access to our market and
that if we make further slashes in our
tariff we will be overrun by imports.
These will not be confined to the Com-
mon Market countries, for Japan and all
other non-Communist countries would
receive the benefit of all our tariff re-
ductions. We cannot be selective in our
tariff cuts because of the most-favored-
nation clause.
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It was with this fact in view that the
proposal is made that we work toward
free trade with the Common Market
countries on products with respect to
which our trade with them is 80 percent
or more of the total. The loophole was
evidently overlooked and we can rest as-
sured that Japan would seize the oppor-
tunity. It would take her only a short
time even if she had not yet developed
either her exports or her industry in the
particular products on which we had
granted free entry before she would
challenge the Europeans in our market.
She would have free access the same as
the EEC countries and could readily out-
compete them in our market. The
United States would become a competi-
tive battleground between Japan and
Europe and it needs no second guess to
select the winner.

Europe will not, I am sure, enter into
any such arrangement with us; and al-
most certainly would not offer us any
inducement by way of tariff reductions
on our goods. The European countries
will know that they cannot compete
with Japan, and many of them for this
very reason have not extended most-
favored-nation treatment to Japan.
This is to say they have not extended to
Japan the concessions negotiated with
the members of GATT, whereas we have
done so since 1955, We have, indeed,
undertaken to prevail on them to recog-
nize Japan as entitled to most-favored-
nation treatment with respect to duty
and other trade barrier liberalization,
but have thus far had no success. The
European countries are not nearly as
anxious as our State Department to visit
ruin on their own industries. No such
ruin has so far been involved in the es-
tablishment of a customs union within
the Common Market as some feared.
‘The process is not yet half completed;
but the labor and living standards are
not nearly as wide apart among these
countries as between them and Japan.
Therefore no disruption of consequence
has so far resulted. Nor are the stand-
ards as far apart as between this country
and the Common Market. This makes a
great difference.

The terms of H.R. 9900 suggests a com-
plete misreading of the competitive
realities,. The European countries on
the other hand are realistic. In pufting
forward the present trade proposal we
are leading from a base of romantic no-
tions that will be fractured on first ex-
posure to reality.

The EEC countries are prosperous to-
day. They are cautiously removing im-
port restrictions among themselves as
they can afford to do so. This is also
true to a lesser extent with the seven
EFTA countries. When it was fo their
interest all these European countries
after the war were highly protectionist,
and used devices that were more strin-
gent than mere tariffs to protect them-
selves, such as import licenses, exchange
controls, import quotas or even complete
embargoes.

Were protectionism as ruinous and
crippling as our free-trade philosophers
would have us believe, it is strange that
the extreme practice of it in Europe did
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not sink them economically forever. In-
stead it helped them immeasurably to
get back on their feet, with our aid.
Without protectionism they could easily
have dissipated our aid with nothing to
show for it. With protectionism they
pulled themselves out of a deep hole.

Now it is we who are in a position of
needing some protection and we should
not shrink from it. Our overexposure to
import competition is at odds with our
efforts to overcome the unemployment
problem. It is therefore astounding that
we should be offered a bill that would
vastly increase this exposure. The very
proposal must proceed from an abject
failure to read the competitive status of
this country as it faces the other in-
dustrial nations of the world.

Let us consider the fact that of our
total imports a growing share consists of
competitive manufactured goods while
the trend in our exports is in the oppo-
site direction. More and more of our
exports are falling into the category of
raw materials or merely processed ar-
ticles. A smaller percentage consists of
manufactured products.

When we consider what this means in
terms of employment we should think
twice about the magic of foreign trade.
We are increasingly importing products
that have more man-hours of labor in-
corporated in them because they are
fully or semimanufactured while export-
ing increasingly those that have fewer
man-hours incorporated in them be-
cause they are raw materials or proc-
essed products.

This is not a winning process for us.
If we had no concern for unemployment
we could look with equanimity on this
trend; but compounded with mechaniza-
tion and automation we are forced to
give it serious thought, and we should
refuse to give further impetus to the al-
ready mounting trend toward Ilabor
displacement. Certainly an ounce of
prevention is worth a pound of ecure.
Already we have our hands full with re-
training of manpower. It would be an
inexcusable step to add to it deliberately
by enacting a bill such as H.R. 9900.
We are in frouble deep enough as it is
without deepening the hole by an act
of senseless self-mutilation.

‘There are those whose pulse quickens
when they think of the great increase
in consumer goods that will be needed
to meet the prospective demand in Eu-
rope and they want to be inside. Well,
they are getting inside as fast as they
can through investment by the hun-
dreds and that will be the extent of
American participation. We cannot pry
the market open far enough to make us
competitive; and in any case our own
investors who have gone in over there
will not be eager for relaxation of im-
port restrictions.

Mr. Speaker, I feel very strongly that
out of a sense of wanting to do some-
thing, or wanting to get infto motion,
any kind of motion, we have H.R. 9900.
I am afraid that we could be committing
this country to a course of action that
would have to be reversed in a few short
years, with very unpleasant if not ex-
plosive consequences., That is what I
see ahead if we go along with H.R. 9900.
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I agree that we need a remedy to the
damage that has already been done
rather than heaping more damage and
discouragement on our industries that
are struggling with unfair import com-
petition without a remedy.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Georgia for opening this discussion and
leading the way.

MAILINGS OF OBSCENE MATTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania [Mrs. GRANA-
HaN] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
know that a great many Members of the
House have been shocked and distressed,
as I have been, by the rising volume of
vicious and horrid advertisements being
sent through the U.S. mails by unscrupu-
lous merchandisers of obscenity and por-
nography. Indeed, my deep concern is
tinged with a sense of shame, also—as
well as anger—that our great postal
service is being made the unwitting tool
of these “pornographers for profit.”

I have here just a few samples of the
hundreds of complaints sent just recently
to Members of Congress demanding that
their children and their homes be pro-
tected from a campaign of filth being
waged by a smut merchant going under
the name of “EROS” that is spawning its
advertising solicitations through the
mails from New York City. This mate-
rial consists of photographic and printed
madterial obviously intended to incite im-
moral interest. Much of it has been sent
indiseriminately to schoolchildren and
adolescents, but adults by no means have
been overlooked.

We have found numerous instances
of the entire student bodies of schools
being circularized with invitations to
open their young minds to this kind of
evil and suggestive material, and some of
the complaints from parents express
opinion that mailing lists are even being
used to invade such fine and worthwhile
endeavors as the Boy Scout and Girl
Scout movements.

"Mr. S , this condition is intoler-
able and I believe it is high time that
we carry out our responsibility here in
fthe Congress to restrain the muck mon-
gers who are trying to destroy the moral
fiber of our younger generation. I call
attention to the bill which I sponsored
for the purpose last year, HR. 2425—
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. This bill will lay down a firm,
effective, and workable congressional
policy by providing clear standards for
determination as to obscene content of
mailings to persons under 19 years of
age or enrolled as students in elemen-
tary or secondary schools. It will pro-
vide the machinery, also, for swift and
sure punishment of any smut peddler
who uses the U.S. mails to solicit these
young people or send obscenity to them.

I am sure the membership will agree
that this is a nonpartisan responsibility.
The distinguished gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. CoNnNincHAM], ranking mi-
nority member of the Postal Operations
Subcommittee, and the gentleman from
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New Jersey [Mr. WALLHAUSER] also
sponsored legislation for the purpose
and joined me in appearing before fhe
Judiciary Committee last year urging
action on corrective legislation, I will
take this opportunity again to appeal to
the distinguished chairman and the
members of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary to give this urgently needed leg-
islation favorable consideration so that
the penal statutes to rid the mails of
obscenity and pornography may be
strengthened in the interest of our
young people.

With respect to the samples of the
nationwide mailing campaign by the
EROS, as chairman of the Postal Op-
erations Subcommittee—and by unani-
mous agreement of the subcommitiee—
I referred some of the early complaints
to the Post Office Department and re-
quested prosecution. The Department,
in two special reports dated February 2
and February 5, 1962, advised me, in ef-
fect, that upon review of the material
and consultation with the Department’s
General Counsel and representatives of
the Department of Justice; it had been
determined that prosecution would not
be instituted because, in the light of the
Court deecision in the “Lady Chatterley’'s
Lover" case several years ago, the
EROS mailings were not deemed in
violation of the postal obscenity crimi-
nal statutes.

Confronted with material such as the
samples I have shown here today, I for
one cannot rest with this conclusion and
at the same time discharge the moral
and legal responsibilities imposed on me
when I took the oath of office as a Mem-
ber of the Congress of the United States.

I sharply disagree—and the Postal Op-
erations Subcommittee disagrees—with
any judicial or other atfitude of thought
by which this kind of unmitigated vile-
ness can be viewed as not obscene. It
is worse than suggestive. To borrow a
well-worn phrase from judicial deci-
sions—and to apply that phrase cor-
rectly—this stuff plainly is calculated to
appeal to “prurient interests.”

Accordingly, I will today send to the
Postmaster General of the United States
and to the Attorney General of the
United States letters expressing the
strong views of our subcommittee—and,
I believe, of the membership of this
House—that the U.S. mails no longer can
be permitted to serve as go-between in
this firm’s “pornography for profit”
plans, and urging reconsideration of the
Post Office Department’s reports to me,
to be followed by prompt and effective
action to close up this dirty business once
and for all. I include the texts of these
two letters in the Recorp, as a part of my
remarks:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON POSTAL OFPERA-
TIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON
PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

Washington, D.C., March 6, 1962.
Hon. J. EDwWARD DAY,
Postmaster General,
Washington, D. C,

DeAR GENERAL DAY: Since receiving Chief

Postal Inspector Henry B. Montague’'s reports

of February 2 and February b, in response
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to my inqguiries of January 29 and 30 con-
cerning objectionable advertising literature
being sent through the malls by EROS
of New York City, our subcommittee has
continued to receive complaints against
EROS from all over the Unlted States—many
of them directed to individual Members of
Congress, who have forwarded them to the
subcommittee.

We certainly recognize the existence of
obstructions to successful prosecutions that
have been posed by judicial decision, such
as that in the “Lady Chatterley’s Lover,” but
at the same time feel that neither that deci-
sion nor the various other impediments and
difficulties in any way justify an overly
cautious attitude on the part of Federal
authorities who are responsible for enforcing
antiobscenity postal and penal statutes.
We are aware, also, of the excellent record
of progress made by the Post Office Depart-
ment in its enforcement activities during the
past year and heartlly commend you and
your staff for this record—while urging still
greater efforts in the public interest.

Personally, I am in sharp disagreement—
a disagreement in which members of my
subcommittee unanimously concur—with
any judicial or related attitude of thought
that material such as is flooding the mails
from EROS can be viewed as not obscene
and contrary to American standards of pub-
lic dignity and morals. It is worse than
suggestive; it is, to borrow a phrase in which
various tribunals have placed much reliance,
plainly a detailed and calculated appeal to
“prurient” interests. Worst of all, the pat-
tern of mailings confirms our subcommittee
findings that a great part of these solicita-
tion campaigns by EROS and its fellow
travelers is being directed at the children
and adolescents who are entltled to every
protection of our laws and our soclety.

I do hope, therefore, that the Post Office
Department will again review its position
with respect to the mailings by EROS and
find grounds for legal proceedings to keep
this firm's filth out of the U.S. mails. I
am directing a similar request, with a
copy of this letter attached, to the At-
torney General of the United States to
enlist his full cooperation and assistance.
A copy of my letter to the Attorney General
is enclosed.

Meanwhile, in view of the widespread in-
terest in the Congress and of the speclal
concern of our Postal Operations Subcom-
mittee, it is requested that the subcommittee
be furnished a complete and documented
report comprising copies of all opinions
and decisions relating to mailings by EROS
(and others under the same management)
and samples of such of their mailings as
have been or are being considered by the
Department in the course of the perform-
ance of the Department’s responsibilities un-
der the postal and criminal antiobscenity
statutes. The subcommittee plans to thor-
oughly review the entire matter at a special
meeting during the early part of April of
this year.

With best wishes and kindest personal re-
gards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
EATHRYN E. GRANAHAN,
Chairman,
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON PosTAL OPERA-
TIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON
PosTt OrFicE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1962,
Hon. RoBerT F. EENNEDY,
Attorney General of the United States,
Washington, D.C. ¥

Dear MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am en-
closing copies of my letter of today to Post-
master General J, Edward Day and of earlier
correspondence with the Post Office Depart-
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ment concerning the use of the U.S, mails
by EROS of New York to send advertising
solicitations which, in the judgment of this
subcommittee and many Members of Con-
gress, are obscene or are directed toward an
obscene purpose. This matter is brought to
your personal attention because of the re-
sponsibilities of the Department of Justice
under the criminal statutes relating to un-
lawful use of the mails, and the reference
made to Department of Justice officials In
the Chief Postal Inspector's letter of Febru-
ary b5, 1862, submitted in response to my in-
quiry of January 30, 1962,

Our subcommittee is most deeply con-
cerned at the continuance of a condition
which permits the filthy products of EROS
(and others under the same management)
to move through our great American postal
system. It is particularly obnoxious to find
such damaging and destructive matter car-
ried by public servants at preferential postage
rates which are subsidized in considerable
part out of the taxpayers’ pockets. This s an
unwarranted and unacceptable drain on the
public treasury—in aid to one of the most
insidious and dangerous enemies of public
dignity and morality—at a time when every
dollar and every ounce of our Nation's
strength is needed in our vital defense effort
and in combating the threat of interna-
tional communism.

Both personally and on behalf of our sub-
committee and the mothers and fathers and
children of America, therefore, I earnestly
sollcit your most vigorous efforts to remedy
this intolerable situation and remove our
postal facilities from their position of being
unwilling participants in the “pornography
for profit" dealings of EROS and its fellow
travelers. -

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
EATHRYN E. GRANAHAN,
Chairman.

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Illinois.

Mrs. CHURCH. I would like to say
to the gentlewoman from Pennsylvania
that the important subject which she is
discussing is in no way a partisan prob-
lem, nor is there any lack of interest on
our side of the aisle in her efforts to ob-
tain an adequate remedy. I would like to
congratulate her on the long fight that
she has made against obscene literature
and against its transmission in the mails.
I would like also to give her signal credit
for her service in the House. She has
been an honorable asset to the women
Members, and certainly an asset to her
party. In the meantime, I assure her
that I join her in support of her legis-
lation under discussion, and hope that
the Committee on the Judiciary will take
the necessary action to bring the meas-
ure to the floor for action.

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I thank the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM., Mr. Speaker, I
compliment +the gentlewoman from
Pennsylvania [Mrs. Gravasan], the
chairman of our Postal Operations Sub-
committee of which I am ranking minor-
ity member. We have worked long and
hard on this mafter of pornographic
material. We have given it exhaustive
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study over the last 3 or 4 years, prob-
ably more than has been given to it for
a long time. We have been able to pro-
duce some legislation but not legislation
that really is effective enough. The
gentlewoman from Pennsylvania and I
and other members of the committee
realize that we have to have legislation
that will divorce the adult mind from
the juvenile mind so that when prosecu-
tion is brought in connection with
pornographic matter, the jury will de-
termine or the court will determine
whether it is obscene in the mind of the
adult or is obscene in the mind of the
minor only. There is a difference.

There is a difference. I may be able
to view a piece of obscenity and it would
have no effect on me or other adult
persons. My teenagers might receive
this material which might have an ad-
verse material effect upon them.

Mr. Speaker, we have appeared before
the Judiciary Committee in an effort to
try and work out some type of legisla-
tion to make this distinction, as the
gentlewoman from Pennsylvania [Mrs.
GranaHAN] so well knows, and has
pointed out, we have not been able to
get that type of action. But we are
working on it, and I congratulate again
the chairman of our Postal Operations
Subcommittee, Mrs. GraNnaHAN, whom I
worked with on this matter for the past
several years.

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Nebraska for his very fine
support.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks and
to include letters.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

OBSCENE MATERIAL IN THE FORM
OF GREETING CARDS

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Barry]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to mention one way in which ob-
scenity is being sent through the mails.
Recently some young teenagers walked
into a greeting card store, innocently
looking for birthday greeting cards.
There on the counter in full view were
other cards which were quite obscene,
and quite unfit for public display even
to adults. Certainly we are painfully
aware of the problems of juvenile delin-
guency and are bending every effort to
eliminate those conditions in our society
which contribute to the corruption of
our young people. However, if we per-
mit the display and mailing of obscene
madterial in the form of greeting cards,
we thereby undermine all of our efforts
in the areas of education and religion,
gs well as those made by parents in the

ome,
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Although such greeting cards do not
come within the purview of statutes pro-
hibiting the sending of obscenity through
the mails until they are actually mailed,
it is obvious that material sold in the
form of greeting cards will eventually
be put into the mails. Second, it might
be possible for the District of Columbia
Committee to look into this matter which
bears directly on the morals and well-
being of the District’s children. Since
it is obvious that the question of free
speech is not at issue here, there is no
need for the display and mailing of ob-
scene greeting cards to be continued any
longer.

VOTE ON HR. 10264

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
opportunity to announce to the House
that there is a strong possibility that
we will vote on the bill, H.R. 10264,
which we have had under discussion
today, at about 5 o'clock, and not prior
thereto.

EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL WORK
FOR WOMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. DWYER]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, for the
third consecutive Congress, I have in-
troduced legislation to provide for equal
pay for equal work for women. For
many years, this has been a major con-
cern for me and for many of our col-
leagues in Congress. The issue is one
of fundamental justice, fairplay and
equality. It has been a long time since
anyone seriously tried to justify the
practice of paying women less than their
male fellow workers receive for the very
same kind and quality of work. Yet,
for reasons which surpass logie, the dis-
crimination has continued to exist.

During my service in the New Jersey
State Assembly, it was my privilege in
1952 to sponsor equal pay legislation and
lead the successfui fight for its passage.
Our experience in New Jersey, and simi-
lar experience in many other States,
should provide an overwhelming amount
of evidence to demonstrate the useful-
ness of the legislation on a national
scale.

It has been my observation that the
more people know about this legislation,
the more they understand the conditions
it is designed to correct, the greater their
support of our efforts becomes.

The need for national legislation is, I
believe, very evident. The existence in
interstate commerce of wage differentials
based on sex has depressed wages and
living standards, prevented maximum
utilization of labor resources, caused
labor disputes, burdened commerce, and
constituted an unfair method of com-
petition.

The benefits of such equal pay legisla-
tion are equally apparent. Passage of
the bill would benefit the entire economy.
Women today are an important part of
our total labor force. Their earnings
contribute significantly to the well-being
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of their families and help to increase our
national wealth. Equal pay would stim-
ulate economic activity by helping to
maintain consumer purchasing power to
a high level. It would also reduce the
unfair competition of those who attempt
to undercut wage standards by employ-
ing women at lower wage rates than men,
Conversely, it would help protect the fair
employer,

Men workers, themselves, would bene-
fit from passage of the bill. Equal pay
would help to stabilize wage rates and
increase job security by discouraging the
replacement of men with women at lower
rates.

But the basic issue is a matter of prin-
ciple, Mr. Speaker. Comparable work
should be paid for at the same rate,
whether the work is done by men or by
women. The rate of pay should depend
on the job, not the sex or size or shape
or color of hair of the worker. To dis-
criminate on such shallow and essen-
tially irrelevant bases is completely un-
justifiable. We have waged and are
continuing to wage a national fight
against discrimination of all kinds, It is
appropriate and important that we elim-
inate at the earliest opportunity the dis-
crimination against women in the mat-
ter of compensation for their work—one
of the oldest and most pernicious forms
of discrimination on record.

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, support for
this position has been growing steadily
over the years. Between 1919 and 1959,
20 States enacted laws requiring equal
pay for equal work for women. Both
the Eisenhower and the Kennedy ad-
ministrations have supported this ob-
jective on a national basis. Women’s
organizations, civic organizations, labor
unions, and employer's associations all
support the principle of equal pay. The
U.S. Chamber of Commerce last year
urged employers to adopt voluntarily pay
practices which accurately reflect the
value of services performed by women.
The National Association of Manufac-
turers termed the principle of equal pay
soundly based, and the AFL-CIO Ex-
ecutive Council has endorsed Federal
legislation to provide equal pay for equal
work for women.

A representative list of other support-
ing organizations indicates impressive-
ly the broad backing this principle and
this legislation have earned: the Ameri-
can Association of University Women,
the General Federation of Women's
Clubs, the League of Women Voters, the
National Consumers League, the Na-
tional Counecil of Catholic Women, the
National Council of Jewish Women, the
United Church Women, the National
Council of Negro Women, the National
Education Association, and the National
Federation of Business and Professional
Women'’s Clubs, among many others.

I join many of our colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, when I express the hope that
the hearings scheduled on this legisla-
tion for later this month before a sub-
committee of the Education and Labor
Committee will be the first in a series
of concrete steps toward enactment of
Federal equal pay legislation.
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AIRPORT OWNER'S LIABILITY FOR
NOISE DAMAGE

Mrs,. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, it is
readily apparent that the decision of the
U.S. Supreme Court on Monday in the
case of Griggs versus the county of
Allegheny will have the most widespread
ramifications in the field of commercial
aviation. How extensive those ramifi-
cations will be, no one can say, since the
Court ruled on the basis of a single and
unique factual situation.

But this much is clear: As a matter of
principle, the Supreme Court has ex-
tended its landmark decision of 1946,
involving liability for damage caused by
military flights, to the field of commer-
cial aviation. Whereas in United States
against Causby, the Court held that the
Federal Government must compensate
property owners near military airports
for the taking of the property as a result
of damage caused by military flights, so
the Court on Monday extended the prin-
ciple to protect property owners in the
vicinity of civil airports.

Although the Court divided, 6 to 2, on
assigning liability in the most recent
case to the operator of the airport, it is
especially significant, it seems to me,
that the Court was unanimous in
deciding that the noise and vibration
caused by low flights can make property
so useless as to constitute a taking of
the property for public use. And, of
course, the Constitution reguires that
“just compensation” be paid for any
property taken for such public use.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, even
though liability has been established at
the airport operator level, civil aviation
in the United States is such a com-
pletely integrated industry that all other
phases are intimately involved, includ-
ing the airlines, aircraft manufacturers,
and the Federal Government. No part
of the civil aviation industry can any
longer escape responsibility for the
effects of aireraft noise on publie airport
neighbors. This, I believe, is the major
significance of the Supreme Court’'s deci-
sion.

As many of our colleagues know only
too well, especially Members who repre-
sent areas im which commercial airports
are located, the question of aireraft noise
has never received the serious attention
it deserves. Airport neighbors who
have complained about excessive noise
levels have usually been dismissed as
nuisances. “Passing the buck” has been
a favorite pastime, with airlines, manu-
facturers, airports and the Government
each insisting it is not solely responsible
for the problems created by noise and
each suggesting that someone else
should take action. As a result, such
efforts as there have been to control
noise have frequently been halfhearted,
haphazard, tentative and generally
inadequate. No well-coordinated, na-
tional attack has ever been waged on
aireraft noise, despite the fact that the
advent of jet aircraft into scheduled air-
line operations has made it more
apparent than ever that nothing less
than such a comprehensive effort will be
effective.
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As recently as last fall, this conclu-
sion was strikingly substantiated in the
Report of the Task Force on National
Aviation Goals, “Project Horizon,” which
was submitted to the President and the
Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency. The report stated in part, and
Iquote:

Another field of air terminal operation in
which the Federal Government must expend
great effort i1s aircraft noise. The head-on
conflict between aviation interests and com-
munities and property owners adjacent to
airports is too important and basic to prog-
ress and the Nation’s commerce to permit
indifferent treatment of the problem by our
Federal authorities. The need for the air
traveler and air shipper to have available
aviation facilities close to his points of origin
and destination, and the right of the prop-
erty owner to the peaceful use of his prop-
erty without unwarranted interference from
aircraft noise and flight, are both in the Na-
tion's interest. The situation calls for a
massive technical attack by the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, the
Federal Aviation Agency, and private indus-
try on the problem of engine noise, with
particular emphasis on turbine powerplants.

I do not minimize, Mr. Speaker, the
extreme complexity of the noise prob-
lem. Nor do I wish to underestimate the
attempts of individual groups who are
presently engaged in the detailed re-
search and experimentation necessary to
reach a thorough technical understand-
ing and control of noise. As I have in-
dicated, however, complexity is not an
excuse for inaction, and the research
and other efforts to control noise have
to date been scattered and insufficiently
supported. While no responsible person
would recommend closing airports or
grounding aireraft in order to prevent
noise, I do not believe that excessive
noise can be justified simply by talking
about the importance of aviation prog-
ress and stressing the great contribu-
tions which aviation has made to the na-
tional strength and well-being.

If aviation is as significant as people
in the industry claim it is—and I, for
one, am in complete agreement—then it
becomes equally important in their own
self-interest to see that the noise hazard
is brought under control.

A major part of the impact of the Su-
preme Court decision in Griggs versus
County of Allegheny, I suspect, will be to
delineate more clearly than ever the na-
ture of the aviation industry’s self-in-
terest in noise abatement. The con-
venience, health, and safety of persons
living in the vieinity of airports has not
been a sufficiently compelling factor, it
would seem, to obtain top priority indus-
try attention. But now, with the Court’s
decision and the possibility of additional
and successful litigation it suggests, the
factor of economiec interest has entered
the picture. No one likes to lose money,
fortunately, and if the threat of losses
due to noise damage will be a greater in-
centive than humanitarian concerns,
then I suppose we should be grateful.

Obviously, Mr. Speaker, I do not sug-
gest that people who have been annoyed
by aircraft noise should rush out, retain
a lawyer, and file suit for damages. Not
only would this be highly irresponsible,
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but under the very strict standards
stated and implied in the Court’s de-
cision, such suits would seem to have
very little chance of success. For the
time being, it seems to me, it is enough
that those persons who have suffered
demonstrable damage from the excessive
noise and vibration caused by low-flying
aireraft in the vicinity of airports should
be afforded an opportunity to recover
real and provable damages from the re-
sponsible agency, in this case the airport
operator.

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, it becomes
a matter of protecting airport neighbors
as a whole from the ill effects of noise by
mobilizing the available resources of in-
dustry and Government in order to find
effective ways of reducing noise levels.
This is the constructive approach which
I hope will result from the Supreme
Court’s decision.

There are a number of things that can
be done:

As the Project Horizon task force
pointed out, it is essential from an op-
erating standpoint that the Federal
Aviation Agency establish and enforce
standards of aircraft noise exposure and
noise abatement rules applying to air-
craft operations in and out of airports.
This will require legislation, and shortly
after the report was issued I requested
the assistance of the FAA in drafting
appropriate bills. After more than 2
months, the Agency is still considering
its interim reply—which fact may, in a
small way, indicate rather strikingly the
less than urgent attitude that prevails
in the FAA with regard to the noise
problem.

This is not an isolated instance. Last
summer, for another example, the Wash-
ington Post published a copy of a noise
map prepared by FAA to show the extent
of noise to be expected at the Dulles
International Airport when jet aircraft
begin operations there. When I inquired
about the relevance of such noise statis-
tics for Newark Airport—where, at that
time, jet operations were being con-
sidered—the FAA replied that the Dulles
noise map was based on the performance
of a Boeing 707-120 aircraft, loaded at
maximum gross weight of 247,500
pounds, and was therefore inapplicable
to Newark Airport since such an air-
eraft could not operate from Newark due
to insufficient runway length. The
Agency pointed out, however, that it had
negotiated a contract to obtain accurate
noise levels emanating from 16 various
types of commercial aircraft. They said
the contract would be completed in mid-

, November of 1961.

As of yesterday, Mr. Speaker, nearly
4 months after the scheduled completion
date for a noise study of vital impor-
tance, the FAA reported they were hope-
ful the study would be completed this
summer though it was evident they were
not too hopeful.

These illustrations lead me to my sec-
ond recommendation: that the Federal
Aviation Agency abandon its business as
usual attitude toward noise control and
undertake a vigorous, concentrated drive
to harness the resources of industry and
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government and bring the noise hazard
under control.

Two other recommendations of the
Project Horizon task force should re-
ceive priority attention. First, the FAA
should be given authority to establish
standards for the design and manufac-
ture of commercial aircraft, especially
aircraft powerplants, reflecting maxi-
mum limits for noise output. Since this
is the point at which noise originates,
this may well be the only point at which
noise can be controlled effectively. This
will also require legislation and I have
requested FAA assistance in drafting a
bill. Second, local communities should
make whatever changes are necessary in
their zoning ordinances so as to reclas-
sify land in the critical areas close to air-
ports from residential use to industrial
or recreational use. Noise, of course,
works in both directions. It is just as
objectionable for private housing to en-~
croach on airports as it is for airports
to overwhelm housing. Better overall
planning by local communities or, pref-
erably, by cooperative regional planning
agencies, could be very helpful.

In a related area, a great deal of im-
provement in the noise situation could
result from closer coordination between
Federal agencies having responsibilities
related to airport planning. Airports
don't exist in a vacuum. They need
highways, public utility services, trans-
portation facilities, and the like. They
are also surrounded by industrial, resi-
dential, commercial and other neighbor-
hoods. Consequently, the Federal Avia-
tion Agency is not the only governmental
body involved. The Housing and Home
Finance Agency and its several constitu-
ent units also has a role to play, as does
the Bureau of Public Roads. All such
agencies should be following a common
policy with regard to airport location
and noise control. This is the kind of
responsibility, incidentally, for which an
Office of Urban Affairs should be estab-
lished in the Executive Office of the
President, as I have heretofore proposed.

Before coordination can do much good,
however, there must be a basic policy to
be coordinated. Unfortunately, from
extensive past experience, it is quite
clear that the Federal Government has
no comprehensive airport location pol-
icy. Despite the fact that commercial
aviation is a business that covers the
globe, essentially local decisions are still
determining the location of giant jet air-
ports designed to serve the entire Nation
and a good part of the globe. Clearly,
the Federal Government has some meas-
ure of responsibility for establishing ap-
propriate standards, standards which
would deal with noise control, access to
population centers, transportation, and
similar considerations. A national pol-
icy could help eliminate the often waste-
ful and time-consuming local squabbles
by assuring local communities that their
legitimate interests were being protected.

I had hoped, Mr. Speaker, that the
Project Horizon and Project Beacon re-
ports last year would deal in greater de-
tail with this matter and advance a pro-
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posed national airport location policy.
While both reports contain valuable ob-
servations and recommendations which
would be a part of such a comprehensive
policy, no detailed or systematic policy
was suggested. Likewise, the FAA and
Civil Aeronautics Board have agreed on
individual statements of policy on mat-
ters relating to airport planning, devel-
opment, and location, but these have
been limited in scope. What is now
called for, I believe, is creation of a na-
tional commission by Congress or the
President to be charged with the respon-
sibility of developing as soon as possible
an overall airport policy which will put
order and system and advance planning
into the location of the Nation's great
jet airports.

Mr. Speaker, last year the House ap-
proved a resolution directing its Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct a comprehensive study
of the effects of aircraft noise on persons
and property on the ground. I under-
stand this study has been assigned to the
Special Subcommittee on Regulatory
Agencies, and the subcommittee is cur-
rently engaged in the investigation. The
Supreme Court's decision in Griggs
against County of Allegheny has given
this congressional study new importance
and urgency, and I am sure our col-
leagues join with me in expressing the
hope that the committee will pursue the
study with the sense of immediate pur-
pose which is called for. Despite the
complexity of the technical questions
that remain unanswered, a great deal of
information is now or will soon become
available. Even though final answers or
ideal solutions may be unobtainable in
the near future, the available informa-
tion ought to provide a basis for sound
recommendations for action that can be
taken now, at least on an interim basis,
to help give us needed relief from exces-
sive aircraft noise.

I should like to make one final obser-
vation, Mr. Speaker, about the noise
problem which concerns local airport
authorities exclusively. Over the years,
I have found that one of the principal
causes of public dissatisfaction with air-
craft noise is not only the noise itself but
the attitude toward the problem dis-
played by the airport operators. If air-
port operators would take the public into
their confidence and deal frankly with
public concern about noise, much mis-
understanding and fear and frustration
could be avoided.

I have in mind, by way of evidence, the
entirely unsatisfactory way in which the
Port of New York Authority has han-
dled the matter of jet operations at New-
ark Airport. For several years, the au-
thority continually denied any intention
of permitting jet service at Newark. Aft
the very time of these denials, however,
the authority was making plans for
lengthening runways at Newark and
otherwise equipping the airport for such
jet operations. When these plans were
revealed through publication of the
FAA’s annual national airport plan, the
resulting public uproar led the authority
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to withdraw its application for Federal
assistance. Then, last year, when the
port authority finally determined to
initiate jet operations at Newark, it
announced that flights would be limited
both as to number of jet takeoffs and
departures and it indicated that such
flichts would be restricted to short-
and medium-range distances with so-
called medium jet aircraft, such as the
French Caravelle. The Governor of New
Jersey specifically based his approval of
the plans on these limitations, Within
a matter of weeks, however, these limi-
tations were discarded, without public
explanation and without public approval
by the Governor. Today, coast-to-coast
jet flights in numbers far exceeding the
original plans are common. Is it any
wonder, therefore, that the people who
live in the vicinity of the Newark Airport
should he severely distrustful of the Port
of New York Authority?

Most people, Mr. Speaker, do not op-
pose aviation progress. But they do ex-
pect a certain amount of candor from
aviation authorities, a certain amount of
necessary preparation for the advent of
jet operations, and a reasonable degree
of assurance that everything is being
done to protect them from the dangers
and disruptions of excessive noise.

Mr. Speaker, the decision of the Su-
preme Court has placed all these con-
siderations in a new and more immedi-
ate perspective. I hope that Congress,
the administration, the aviation in-
dustry and all concerned with aviation
progress will now make renewed and de-
termined efforts to bring aircraft noise
under control.

HELPING COMMUNISM SUCCEED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Bass
of Tennessee). Under previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. PeLry] is recognized for 25
minutes.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, last Sep=-
tember in enacting Public Law 87-195—
the foreign aid bill—the Congress plainly
prohibited the furnishing of assistance
by the United States to Communist-bloc
nations. In section 620(B), language
was inserted which stated:

No assistance shall be furnished under
this act to the govamment of any oountry
unless the President determines that such
country is not dominated or controlled by
the international Communist movement.

That this provision of law applies to
Poland is clear. Indeed, in testifying
before the House Select Committee on
Export Policy, Secretary Rusk has stated
that in developing U.S. policies toward
Poland it would be erroneous and dan-
gerous to base such policies on the illu-
sion that Poland is not tied to the Soviets
within the bloe.

Quoting Dean Rusk’s own words, he
said:

It [Poland] is clearly a member of the
Soviet bloc, It is bound to the U.SSR.
not only through such formal instrumental-
ities as the Warsaw Pact, but also because
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of its exposed geographic position and its
heavy economic dependence upon the Soviet
Union.

That Polish position on international
issues is rarely distinguishable from that
of the Soviet bloc was cited by Secretary
Rusk as further evidence of Poland’s
membership in the bloc as was the pres-
ence of Soviet troops on Polish soil.

On the other hand, the policy of the
United States under the Export Control
Act is not so specific. It provides au-
thority to the President to use export
controls for the exercise of vigilance over
exports from the standpoint of national
security plus the furtherance of our
foreign policy. This act makes policy a
matter of Executive discretion and wis-
dom, and in this latter connection our
policy has been to embargo all exports
to Communist China, North Korea,
North Vietnam and Cuba, whereas ex-
ports to the U.8.S.R. end other Soviet-
bloc countries have been only restricted
to so-called nonstrategic exports. Po-
land, however, has been accorded special
treatment and, indeed, recently Secre-
tfary of Commerce Hodees testifled that
our Government has been prepared to
permit exports of even strategic goods
when determination is made that such
goods are necessary to the Polish econ-
omy.

Mr. Speaker, under our Export Act the
determination and policy has been that
nonsubsidized agricultural commodities
were nonstrategic and as such no restric-
tions under our Export Control Act were
placed on their export to European So-
viet-bloc countries. Subsidized farm
commodities, on the other hand, were
classified as strategic. But on June 22,
1961, the Department of Commerce an-
nounced an easing of licensing regula-
tions covering such surplus subsidized
agriculfural products so that now food
under existing regulations is not con-
sidered related to our national security,
With this determination, I strongly dif-
fer and later on in these remarks I will
explain why. But right now let me
emphasize that we have an inconsistent
policy covering export of food, If it is
aid, it is banned to the Soviet bloc; if
it is under a program of trade, it is per-
missible under general license.

This lack of a firm policy, which actu-
ally amounts to no policy at all, was
pointed up last week when a little band
of patriotic American citizens exercising
their constitutional right of free speech
picketed the T'ifan, a tanker being loaded
at Seattle with grain for Communist Po-
land. The group carried placards say-
ing, “Grain Is Ammunition,” “U.S. Sub-
sidizes International Communism,”
“Planes; Wheat; What Next?” “90 mil-
lion Loaves of Bread for Communism,”
and so forth.

These protests were lodged on the nat-
ural assumption that when Congress
prohibited assistance to Communist-
dominated countries, it made illegal this
cargo of 26,800 tons of grain and 10,900
tons of barley.

Actually, the shipment was under an
agreement consummated between the
Polish and United States Governments
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on December 15, 1961, under provisions
of Public Law 480, title I. Under this
agreement the United States allowed a
credit of $25 million estimated to cover
400,000 metric tons of wheat; $5.7 mil-
lion estimated to cover 100,000 metric
tons of barley; $7.7 million estimated to
cover 24,000 tons of vegetable oil and
$1.8 million for an estimated 10,000 met-
ric tons of tallow, with $3.9 million for
transportation costs.

Under this arrangement, the U.S. Gov-
ernment pays the U.S. supplier with dol-
lars, while Polish currency is credited in
a Polish bank to our Government based
on 24 zlotys to an American dollar. Un-
der this plan, as I understand it, the
United States can eventually obtain dol-
lars for zlotys if we wait for 30 years,
and so while this transaction does not
come under the foreign aid law and as
such is legal, it nevertheless represents
substantial assistance to Poland and is
contrary to the spirit of the law and the
intent of Congress.

I applaud the action of the U.S. citi-
zens in expressing indignation but, as I
have said before, the protest would be
more correctly directed if it were to the
President whose decision in the final
analysis legalized the shipment under
the Foreign Export Act.

Many times I have publicly expressed
strong opposition to the shipment of
grain to Poland or to any destination
in the Soviet bloe, and let me reiterate
my reasons why.

A shipment to one Communist-bloe
nation is the same in my judgment as to
any of the others. For example, Poland
can help fill the grain gap in other bloc
nations with her own products and con-
sume the ones she receives from us to
make up the difference. Thus, she does
not have to resort to transshipping our
exports for this purpose, although she
could very well transship U.S. cargoes if
necessary. Secretary of State Dean Rusk
has admitted the calculated risk involved
by permitting these shipments, stating
that there is no effective check or means
of preventing transshipments under the
present regulations.

But, Mr. Speaker, here I must inter-
pose that the policy issue with us really
involves the question of whether grain,
subsidized or unsubsidized, is strategic
or not. That is the basis of the restric-
tion in our export law. In other words,
it is a matter of our nationa] security.

So, Mr. Speaker, addressing myself to
the policy of permitting grain shipments
to the Soviet bloc, let me remind my
colleagues of a news item earlier this
week. I refer to the speech before the
Central Committee of the Communist
Party by Premier Nikita S. Khrushchey
warning that if current farm problems
in the U.S.8.R. were not solved commu-
nism would be “seriously damaged.”
Khrushchev said if the Communists fail
to solve this task they will confront the
Soviet Union with great difficulties and
the cause of building communism—so he
fra.ttlikly stated—would be seriously dam-
aged.

This admission of failure of agricul-
tural collectivism ties in with recent free
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world predictions that Russia’s economy
is in serious trouble and the significant
aspect of the problem is the comparison
of collectivization with fhe system of
privately owned farms so clearly pointed
up in the Soviet bloc. The only Euro-
pean Communist country not collectiv-
ized, Poland, was the only member of
the bloc to fulfill its agricultural plan;
in fact it doubled its planned inecrease.
Elsewhere in East Germany, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Hungary,
where collectivization is rampant, the
programs were not successful.

Indeed, Edward Crankshaw of the
London Observer News Service was
quoted in last Sunday’s Washington Post
as saying:

In food production, the Soviet Union,
which should be the greatest agricultural
country in the world, has a record which
can only be called disastrous, With half the
population on the land, it still cannot re-
liably feed the urban half. Whereas in the
West agricultural production has grown at
a rate far in excess of industrial production,
where ever-diminishing numbers of field
workers produce ever-increasing harvests, in
the Soviet Union a monstrously swollen

agricultural population can barely keep the
country fed.

This article concluded that sooner or
later the Soviet Union will have to
abandon collectivization and in conse-
quence much more besides. I suggest
that those words “much more besides”
are highly significant.

Mr, Speaker, when Secretary of Com-~
merce Luther Hodges testified recently
before the House Select Committee on
foreign export policy that the United
States is prepared to permit export of
even strategic goods to Poland, I sug-
gest that to be more accurate he should
have stated that the United States is
presently permitting strategic goods to
go to Poland. For food is just that as
far as the Soviet bloc is concerned.

Shipment of grain, such s the grain
shipment protested by the pickets in
Seattle, is legal under a policy which in
my opinion serves to prevent an eco-
nomic and philosophical breakdown in
the Communist bloc. Agriculture in
Russia is throwing the Eremlin plan out
of balance and causing discontent of
Soviet citizens which could affect the
outcome of the cold war.

Official Soviet reports on agricultural
production lead Western authorities to
the opinion that Kremlin planning and
control are a failure so as to make it
impossible for communism to win the
battle of competitive coexistence with
the outside world.

Our export policy, Mr. Speaker, ig-
nores this situation. Last June, the
Secretary of Commerce opened the door
for shipments of surplus subsidized
farm commodities to be shipped to the
U.S.S.R. and this with shipments that
have been going fo Yugoslavia and Po-
land could solve the Communist problem
and bolster their sagging collectivist
system which is the heart and core of
the Communist philosophy. If and when
collectivism is destroyed, the entire
structure of Marxist communism will
inevitably collapse.
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I have taken the position, Mr. Speaker,
that the people under the yoke of com-
munism must earn their freedom by
hunger, hardship, and harsh sacrifice.

And, as for us, I hold that only if the
United States reverses its policies of ap-
peasement, compromise, and opportun-
ism can we hope to win the cold war
and thereby retain our free way of life,

Mr. Speaker, the Export Control Act
expires in June. I have heard our De-
partment of State favors a freer basis of
exports to the Communist bloc. I hope
that the Congress instead will remove
the inconsistencies in the law and also
I hope the law will be strengthened and
that Congress will not only ban ship-
ments of grain, but also will place an
embargo on all trade with Communist
countries.

Mr. Speaker, as an article in the
March issue of Nation’s Business points
out, Russia’s economy is headed for
serious trouble, and industrial and agri-
cultural disorders building up in the So-
viet Union and most of its satellites
constitute potentially the greatest threat
to international communism to arise
since Hitler’s armies stood in sight of
Moscow.

Why should U.S. policy be such as to
help the Communists solve their chronic
inability to stabilize food production?
Why, when the record indicates ultimate
victory could lie in a decision to let the
Soviets stew in the collectivist juices of
their own making?

Let us set an example to our allies and
the free world. Let us show leadership
and stiffen our foreign policy.

In short, let us set a course to win this
cold war.

That is what the pickets for freedom
in Seattle sought. As their banners
read: “Food Is Ammunition.”

Mr. Speaker, under our weak policy of
expediency and softness we are burying
ourselves. We are setting a stage for our
children to be raised under communism.

We can win this struggle. We can
earn anew our heritage of freedom.

Let us stop this policy of helping com-
munism succeed.

Let us ban all aid to the Soviet bloc
and watch the enemies of a free way of
life engulf themselves in discontent and
abdication.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield? :
Mr., PELLY. I am happy to yield to
my colleague.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I have asked the
gentleman to yield simply to express my
commendation of the speech that he is
making. I commend the gentleman also
for the strong stand and the firm actions
he has consistently taken throughout the
years he has been a Member of the Con-
gress in bringing to the attention of the
American public and the Congress the
threat of international communism to
the peace and well-being not only of our
own Nation but of the nations of the
world. Iknow of no Member of the Con-
gress on either side of the Capitol Build-
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ing who has more vigorously opposed
Communist aggression here and abroad.

I am pleased to know of the reaction
that has taken place in my own State
with respect to the gentleman’s activi-
ties. More and more people have been
writing to me this last year than ever
before, expressing their concern over the
threat of communism. I think this is
one of the reasons for the tremendous
number of letters that have been coming
to me, and many from the gentleman’s
own district, but also, many from my
own, Many of the writers comment on
the fact they have read articles in the
press concerning statements and actions
taken by the gentleman from Washing-
ton who now has the floor, endeavoring
to get congressional action of one sort or
another to combat Communist aggres-
slon.

I would like to ask the gentleman a
question if I may. He has just made
reference to the sale and export of sur-
plus grain products to Poland, and he
cites an instance that took place in the
city of Seattle, asI understand. Igather
from what the gentleman .said that he
regards surplus agricultural products as
strategic products as much in many
cases as would be the normally consid-
ered strategic materials such as arma-
ments of war.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, first let me
thank my colleague for his very kind
words of support and state specifically in
answer fto his question with regard to
the strategic nature of food that I intend
following this point to dwell on that one
subject, the very definite strategic na-
ture under the conditions now existing
in the Soviet bloc.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. PELLY. I yield.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I want the gentle-
man to know that I join with him in
many of his activities and actions, and
I want him to know that I have also in-
troduced bills in the House to prohibit
the sale or transfer of surplus agricul-
tural products to known Communist or
pro-Communist nations.

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 32]
Addonizio Chiperfield Harding
Andrews Coad Harrlson, Va.
Anfuso Cooley Hoffman, Mich,
Ashmore Davis, Holifield
Avery James C. Hosmer
Baker Davis, Tenn Johnson, Calif,
Bennett, Mich. Dent McIntire
Blitch Derwinski Mason
Bow Elliott Meader
Broomfield Garland Miller, N.¥.
Chelf lenn Moulder

Pfost Rogers, Colo. Ullman
Powell Saund Wickersham
Roberts, Ala. Smith, Miss. Wright
Roberts, Tex. Udall, Morris K. Zelenko

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this
rolleall, 391 Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceggings under the call were dispensed
with,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3879. An act to authorize and direct
the Secretary of Agriculture to convey fo
the State of Wyoming for agricultural pur-
poses certain real property in Sweetwater
County, Wyo.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
miftee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-~
ment of the House to the bill (S. 1991)
entitled “An act relating to manpower
requirements, resources, development,
and utilization, and for other purposes.”

INCREASING THE SIZE OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). The Clerk will read the en-
grossed copy of the bill H.R. 10264.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in the
Eighty-elghth Congress and in each Con-
gress thereafter, the House of Representa-
tives shall be composed of four hundred and
thirty-eight Members.

SEc. 2. Subsection (a) of section 22 of the
Act entitled “An Act to provide for the
fifteenth and subsequent decennial censuses
and to provide for apportionment of Repre-
sentatives in Congress”, approved June 18,
1929, as amended (2 U.8.C. 2a) is amended
by striking out “the then existing number
of Representatives” and Inserting in lieu
thereof *“four hundred and thirty-eight
Members of the House of Representatives".

Sec. 3. (a) The statement transmitted to
the Congress within the first week of the
first regular session of the Eighty-seventh
Congress by the President in accordance with
subsection (a) of section 22 of the Act of
June 18, 1929, as amended, and the certifi-
cates sent to the executives of the States in
accordance with subsection (b) of such sec-
tion 22 shall be of no force and efflect for the
purpose of effecting a reapportionment under
such section 22 of such Act of June 18, 1929,

(b) Within thirty days of the date of en-
actment of this Act, the President shall
transmit to the Congress a statement pre-
pared in accordance with the provisions of
such Act of June 18, 1929, as amended by this
Act, and such statement shall, for the pur-
poses of such Act of June 18, 1929, be held
and considered to be the statement sub-
mitted in accordance with the requirements
of such Act for the apportionment of the
Elghty-eighth and the four subsequent
Congresses.

(c) Where a State has redistricted after
the 1960 apportionment but before the effec-
tive date of this Act, such redistricting shall
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not be invalidated by this Act if the number
of Representatives to which such State is
entitled has not been affected by the provi-
visions of this Act.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
gentleman opposed to the bill?
Mr. MOORE. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman gqualifies.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Moore moves to recommit the bill
HR. 10264 to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous gquestion is or-
dered.

The question is on the motion to re-
commit.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Is the

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time to inquire of the ma-
jority leader, the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. ALBERT], as to the legislative
program for the balance of this week
and for next week.

Mr, ALBERT. Mr., Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, in response to the
gentleman's inguiry, I would like to ad-
vise the membership first that this com-
pletes the business for this week.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns today, it
adjourn to meet on Monday next.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would like at
this time to inform the House that I
have discussed this matter with the ma-
jority leader and with the Speaker and
as far as I am concerned, it is perfectly
all right to adjourn over until Monday.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I would like
to have the legislative program for next
week before the gentleman from Okla-
homa pursues his unanimous consent
request to adjourn over.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
to comply with the suggestion of my col-
he;fue and withdraw the request at this

e.

Mr. Speaker, in response to the inquiry
of the gentleman from Indiana, the mi-
nority leader, may I advise the House
as to the legislative program for next
week.

Monday is District Day. There are
two bills that will be taken up on that
day.
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First. H.R. 9699 having to do with the
sale of property.

Second. H.R. 8916 having to do with
the George Washington Hospital Center.

Tuesday, the bill, 8. 167, for the en-
forcement of antitrust laws will be
taken up, and H.R. 10079, a bill to amend
section 104 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

Wednesday and the balance of the
week, the bill H.R. 10606 relating to the
public welfare amendments of 1962 will
be taken up, if a rule is reported, also
H.R. 10607—the Tariff Classification Act
of 1962 will be taken up, if a rule is re-
ported.

The conference report on the bill, S.
1991, relating to the Manpower Training
and Development Act of 1961 will be
taken up. That conference report may
be called before Wednesday, I will advise
the gentleman.

Thursday, the conference report on
the bill, H.R. 8723, the Welfare and Pen-
sion Plans Disclosure Act will come up.

Mr. Speaker, the above program is an-
nounced, of course, with the usual reser-
vation that conference reports may be
brought up at any time and, of course,
any further legislative program may be
announced st a later time.

Mr, HALLECK, Mr, Speaker, if the
gentleman will permit me, I have had
inguiries on this side as to whether or
not either of these conferernce reports
may be called on Monday. The gentle-
man has indicated they might be called
up earlier. I think it would probably be
desirable if we could have the informa-
tion as to the eerliest day that they
might be called.

Mr. ALBERT. May I advise the gen-
tleman that the conference report on the
bill, H.R. 8723, Welfare and Pension
Plans Disclosure Act, will not be called
before Thursday. The conference report
on that bill will be called up on Thursday.

Mr. HALLECK. Would it be possible
to have an understanding as to the con-
ference report on S. 1991, Manpower
Training and Development Act of 1961,
that it will be called up not earlier than
Tuesday?

Mr. ALBERT. I will agree with the
gentleman from Indiana. That will be
called up on Tuesday.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, would the
gentleman explain what the conference
report deals with?

Mr. HALLECK. I was inquiring with
reference to the conference report on the
bill, 8. 1991, the Manpower Training and
Development Act of 1961.

Mr, GAVIN. I thank my colleague.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr., ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
RooseverT). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

March 8
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

MARCH 14 AND MARCH 21

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule next week on March 14 and the fol-
lo;vlgng week March 21 may be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Ways and Means may have until
midnight Saturday night to file reports
on the bill HR. 10606, the public wel-
fare amendment of 1962, and H.R.
}gggv, the Tariffi Classification Act of

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

JOEY ADAMS: A GREAT AMERICAN
AND AMBASSADOR OF GOOD WILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. HALPERN]
is recognized for 40 minutes,

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
maftter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, it has
been said that when man loses the ability
to laugh, he has lost the world. There
are parts of the world, however, where
laughter is a luxury—where the harsh
problems of everyday life would seem to
preclude joy. Perhaps the greatest gift
ever given to these people by our country
was the chance to laugh—it was worth
the equivalent of millions of dollars of
foreign aid funds and, according to first-
hand reports, those people will remem-
ber our Ambassador of Joy longer than
they will remember our gifts of tools or
arms.

That ambassador was Joey Adams, an
entertainer, author, and I should add,
diplomat and psychologist—a man of
rare ability and great warmth. He has
recently returned from a 415-month tour
of the Middle and Far East during which
time he visited 11 countries and left
behind him the smiles and gratitude of
countless thousands of people.

Joey Adams and his 24-member troupe,
which included his exceptionally tal-
ented and charming wife, Cindy, are to
be commended by this House and by the
American people for the successful com-
pletion of their mission. It was a mis-
sion first suggested to President Kennedy
by Mr. Adams early last year. The
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President and our State Department
agreed with the wisdom of this sugges-
tion and their opinion has been justi-
fied by the unqualified success of the
tour.

It has been my extreme pleasure to
know and work with Joey Adams, both
in his capacity as president of the
American Guild of Variety Artists and
in many charitable functions in New
York and throughout the country. He
is more than an entertainer. He is
gifted with charm, dedication, and a
seemingly endless storehouse of energy.

This good-will tour has brought acco-
lades from news media throughout the
world. The mission has been heralded
by representatives of our Government
and by officials and other representa-
tives of the countries covered by our
diplomat entertainers.

Typical of the American press com-
ments are those expressed by Lee Morti-
mer, the noted, widely read correspond-
ent for the New York Daily Mirror, and
by feature writer Leonard Harris in his
full-page story in the New York World-
Telegram.

Mr. Speaker, I commend these two
articles as excellent summaries of the
Adams tour. They give a capsule wrap-
up of the Adams mission:

[From the New York Sunday Mirror, Jan.
7, 1962]

CoMEDIAN OR DIPLOMAT? BOTH—JOEY ADAMS
Wins UNITED STATES FRIENDS OVERSEAS
(By Lee Mortimer)

A clown—in a diplomat's role? Yes, and
there's nothing funny about it—except the
quips comedian Joey Adams dropped before
audiences roaring with laughter in far places
of the world.

Joey, who graduated to the big-time from
the borscht circuit after a boyhood on the
Lower East Side, headed a troupe of 23 in-
troducing American humor and cementing
international relations with smiles in some
Far Eastern trouble spots. The trip was part
of President Kennedy's special international
program for cultural relations.

The troupe won rounds of enthusiastic
applause—and columns of favorable news-
paper comment—in friendly countries such
as Thailand, Vietnam, and Iran, and in neu-
tralists such as India, Nepal, and Indonesia.
The results in good will for America exceeded
all expectations.

Joey returned on Christmas Day from the
B-month tour which covered 12 countries.
Yesterday—his 51st birthday—he spent in his
Fifth Avenue apartment reading the pile of
congratulatory messages from the crowned
heads and cabinet ministers he had enter-
talned.

From the little people in the audlences, he
had already heard—with the sound of their
appreciative laughter.

One of the plaudits he treasures most was
the comment of the Prime Minister of In-
donesia to Amerlcan Ambassador Howard
Jones:

“If the price of rice goes up the people of
Indonesia will revolt, but if the price of
Joey Adams’ show goes up the people will
pay it gladly.”

Actually, where admission prices were
charged at all, they were in most cases
turned over to local charities. The U.8. Gov-
ernment paid the troupe’'s expenses.

Another tribute was from American Am-
bassador Nolting, in Salgon, who wired the
State Department that his office was “highly
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pleased with Joey Adams' contribution to
Vietnamese-American relations * * * Adams’
personal gifts in cementing U.S. Vietnamese
relations most impressive.”

Wherever the troupe appeared, Adams’
pretty, witty wife Cindy introduced the acts
in the native tongue—a gesture much ap-
preclated by the people. The places visited
included Afghanistan, Nepal, Thalland,
Cambodia, Laos, Indonesia, Singapore, Hong
Kong, South Vietnam, India, Pakistan, and
Iran. The Queen of Cambodia decorated
Joey. The rulers of Thalland and Afghan-
istan pressed gifts on him, The Empress of
Iran, the Nepalese royal family and a Lao
prince all honored him.

But the impressive honors haven't turned
the head of the funnyman who can also be
serious, as president of the America Guild
of Varlety Artists. To all the praise and
adulation for his accomplishment on the
trip, he replies with a quip “I'm very glad
to have had this opportunity to serve my
country—but I feel a bit self-consclous that
the best way I can serve my country is to
leave it.”

[From the New York World-Telegram,
Jan. 20, 1962]
STRIPED PANTS TROUPERS WIN RAVES
i ¥oR UNITED STATES

(By Leonard Harris)

Joey Adams can't count how many times
he's stood in front of an audience and intro-
duced a purely fictional joke with:

“This actually happened.”

But, says the comic, who's just re=
turned after heading a 44-month, State
Department-sponsored entertainment tour
of the Middle and Far East, this actually
happened:

“One morning in Salgon—at an orphan-
age—600 ‘kids’ got up when our show was
over and sang ‘God Bless America’ in English,

“People in hospitals—what did they have
to be happy about?—beamed at us, laughed
at us, reached out to us. Everywhere we
put out a hand to people, they took it and
shook it. There were no ‘Yankee, Go Home,"
signs, not one.”

Joey first suggested the trip to President
Eennedy about 8 months ago. The troupe
played Afghanistan, India, Nepal, Thailand,
Laos, Cambodia, South Vietnam, Hong Eong,
Indonesia, Singapore, and Iran.

Joey and his pretty wife, Cindy, and
others in the 24-member troupe took turns
giving English lessons. But they hurdled
the language barrier mainly by emphasizing
visual things, broad comedy, music, dancing,
magie.

Like any performers on tour, they savor
their memories of the things that “actually
happened.”

What they’'ll remember most is the faces—
of the hospital patients in Thalland, the
street full of Red Chinese refugees In Hong
Hong, the lepers in a beggars’ home in India.
Especially the faces of the “kids” everywhere,

But like all performers, they'll remember
the SRO audiences and the raves. Joey was
proud to show some of the reviews, par-
ticularly the orchids from American officials
who noted the effects on the local people.
Here are a few:

“Comments from all sources regarding the
show have been highly laudatory”—American
Embassy in Eatmandu, Nepal.

“Wonderful * * * Iranians feel most
cordially toward the President and all
Americans.,"—M. Ghaffarl, Governor of
Abadan.

“Your week's stay here has helped to bring
cheer to a hard-pressed people and to give
them a real feeling of America’s sincerity
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and warmhearted support.”—Frederick E.
Nolting, Jr., U.S. Ambassador to South Viet-
nam.

“Joey Adams' show delights'; *“80 min-
utes of sheer delight.”—Two papers in New
Delhi, India.

“A packed house at Annamalal Manram
last night roared with laughter witnessing
the Joey Adams Variety Show."—The Madras
(India) Mail.

Variety, writing under a Washington date-
line, sald: “State Department officlals here
point to a pile of reports from embassies
and consulates throughout south Asia and
proclaim that Uncle Sam's use of vaude-
ville as a good-will ambassador is a ‘smash
success.’” The Joey Adams group * * * has
drawn raves from American diplomats where
they have performed.”

Recently a veteran woman gossip colum-
nist called the Adams tour a flop. This
was contradicted by Heath Bowman, Chief
of the State Department’s Cultural Presenta-
tions Division.

*“I must disagree with her,” he sald.
“From reports from all our posts, from of-
ficials of the Asian countries, from numbers
of people who saw it, we learned the tour
was extremely good. It did a great deal for
us.
“It played hospltals, orphanages, and
charities. It played provincial citles. In
Thailand, it went into the bushes; it played
military camps and entertained wounded
soldiers.

“We've never seen anything like this. In
Eabul, Afghanistan, it played a fair. The
Russians had a group at the fair, too. The
Adams company completely eclipsed the
Russians. We got a special wire from the
Ambassador there thanking us.”

Joey and Cindy Adams are proud that
they worked a “24-hour day,” giving shows at
hospitals, orphanages, in the streets, in addi-
tion to scheduled performances. Mostly they
entertained what Cindy called the plain
“turban tops” of Asia.

“Many times we had no water, no elec-
tricity,” she sald. “We tramped through
mud in evening gowns to get to our stages;
we slept under mosquito netting with the
temperature up to 110. We went 5 and 6
days at a time without baths—covered with
layers and layers of gummy mosquito re-
pellent. With five layers of that stuff on,
Wwe began to repel each other.”

The mud and the mosquito repellent
washed off, but the anecdotes came home
with them—including a few awkward mo-
ments.

After a show in New Delhi, India, the
troupe released hundreds of red, white, and
blue peace and friendship balloons.

The peace balloons caused a brawl in the
second row. An Indian belted the American
next to him and shouted: *“He took my
balloon.” Joey took them both backstage
and gave each his own balloon,

The performers had been warned it was
not good manners to touch royalty unless the
royal person extended his hand first. In
Afghanistan, a dancer was introduced to the
crown prince. "It's a pleasure,” sald the
hoofer. “I hope we get to play your country
some day."”

“This is his country,” whispered Joey.

The dancer was effusively apologetic. He
slapped the prince on the back vigorously—
and repeatedly. “Aw, princle boy, I'm sorry,”
he sald. The prince, well, he was a prince
about the whole thing.

This actually happened, too:

In Jakarta, Indonesia, the musicians' in-
struments arrived 4 hours late. Joey drew
liberally from his years in show business for
& challenge round of jokes which filled the
time,
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His comic opponenit—who also chipped in
by singing Negro spirituals—was Indonesian
President Sukarno.

The Adams troupe included Buddy Rich
and his Jazz Sextet, the Four Step Brothers,
a dance team; fire-eater and clown Chaz
Chase, magiclan Celeste Evans, John Shirley,
and Bonnie Dale, who make animals out of
balloons; the Sylte Sisters, a singing trio, and
Jerry Bell, stage manager.

Joey Adams calls them “entertainers in
striped pants.” He’'d like to see many other
teams of entertainers follow, and, as presi-
dent of the American Gulld of Varlety Art-
ists, he's going to work for it.

The trip might be compared to one of the
many “industrials” that perform in this
country. But here the sponsor was the
United States, and the commercial: *“Let's
be friends.” Joey thinks the customers in
Asia went for it in a big way.

IT'S A GOING U.S. BUSINESS

The Joey Adams tour is just one example
of the State Department's recognition that
there's no business like show business for
helping to thaw the cold war and represent-
ing this country overseas.

The Government's program of letting au-
diences on both sides of the Iron Curtain—
and some in countries straddling it—see
American dramatic, musical, variety, and
athletic entertainment has been in operation
for 8 years now.

Its budget runs to about $9 million a year
and covers international trade fair exhibits
and labor missions abroad, as well as ar-
tistic 'and athletic presentations. Last year
about $3 million was allocated for the latter
phase, consisting of 43 projects.

Despite this modest budget, the program
of cultural presentations has run into some
tough times at hearings from congressional
critics.

Edward R. Murrow, Director of the U.S.
Information Agency, thinks the program is
important and should be expanded. While
our presentation program has been constant,
Mr. Murrow said, Communist countries in
the past 2 years have stepped up theirs.

“We have the talent to match their
achievements,” said the head of the USIA,
“whether it be in the field of athletics,
ballet, opera or acrobats. But we must
send our talent abroad where it can be seen
and heard.”

Cultural exchange is even seen as valuable
with our cold war opponents, the Soviets.
Under the recently concluded agreement
with the Russians, the Leningrad Philhar-
monic Orchestra will perform at the Lincoln
Center in October, and then in many other
cities, while the Robert Shaw Chorale and
Orchestra will go to the Soviet Union.

Among others who will perform in the
Soviet Union under the cultural exchange
agreement are opera singer Dorothy Kirsten
and pianist Grant Johannesen.

The 1962 worldwide trek of American en-
tertainers has already started with four
shows on the road and six more scheduled.
The Baird Marionettes are in southeast Asia;
the Eastman Philharmonia is in Germany
and will go to Poland and Russia; the Tapps
Dance Company is in Africa; and soprano
Camilla Willlams is en route to the Far East.

Others set to go include the Ailey Dance
Theater, a 1T-member modern dance group,
headed for the Far East and Australia; the
Paul Winter Sextet, a jazz outfit, South and
Central America; the Asten String Quartet,
classical musle, southern Europe and Iran;
the University of Maine Theater Group, In-
dia and Pakistan; the Chad Mitchell Trio,
Central America; and the Berea College
Dancers, Latin America.

Mr. Speaker, other leading American
newspapers gave wide coverage to the
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tour. Typical is the following article
which appeared in the New York Times
on September 8:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 8, 1961]
JoEY Apams TroOUPE BRINGS JoY TOo NEPAL ON
A 3-Day VisiT

KEatmManDpu, NEPAL, September B.—The 3-
day visit here of Joey Adams and his troupe
as part of President Kennedy's special in-
ternational program for Cultural relations
has been a great success. Such was the
demand for the tickets that an extra per-
formance was arranged.

The party brought something new to Ne-
pal, and the large audiences at the four
scheduled shows reacted with full-throated
approval.

But the show that touched the people’s
hearts was on the roadside, in the suburbs
of Katamandu. Here crowds gathered and
children gaped in wide-eyed joy.

They saw tap dancers, A woman magician
who brought beauty and color to her show,
a man and a woman with balloons and a
comedian.

At schools where the troupe performed
children laughed with glee and stampeded
to catch hold of the balloons. Among the
schools visited were St. Xavier's, run by the
Reverend Marshall D. Moran, of Chicago and
S8t. Mary's Convent.

In Bir Hospital here, members of the
troupe went through the wards to entertain
the patients.

Impressions of the show varied.
the drumbeats,” a tax driver sald.

“I bet I could do it,”" a schoolboy said after
seeing the tap dancers.

“We also have maglclans, but not such
lovely ones,” sald a farmer.

This international experiment to create
good will between nations can be consid-
ered a success. While the Nepalese were im-
pressed, the troupe was no less impressed
by the local people. “We had an intelligent
audience. The children are cute,” they sald.

Representatives of our Government
abroad hailed Adams and his company
for their invaluable contribution to good
will and the bettering of our interna-
tional relations. Typical of the many
complimentary letters Adams received
are:
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
AMERICAN EMBASSY,

Kabul, Afghanistan, September 30, 1961.
Mr. JOEY ADAMS,

Joey Adams Variety Group, ¢/o U.8. Informa-
tion Service, American Consulate Gen-
eral, Singapore, Malaya.

DeArR JoEy: Nearly a month has passed
since you and your variety group were in
Eabul, a month that has been filled for you
with travel to several other countries far
from home. I am sure that you must find
these visits a rewarding experience, for you
all give so generously of your talents and
friendship that you must in return feel the
warm appreciation that your audiences and
hosts extend to you.

The visit of your group to Kabul was mem-
orable, both for us in the American com-
munity and for the approximately 90,000
people of Afghanistan who came and came
again to enjoy your show at the Jeshyn Fair.
As you know, appearances of American art-
ists and entertainers in Afghanistan are few
and far between. Kabul is a long way from
the Orpheum-Pantages cireult, and only a
few Afghans have had any opportunity to see
our really good American artists perform.
That they like American entertainment is be-
yond question. That so many could see such

“I liked
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fine and varied American entertainment here
in Eabul will provide a topic of local conver-
sation for a long time to come. There is no
doubt that the Joey Adams Variety Show
was the outstanding single attraction at the
1061 Jeshyn Fair.

Beyond entertaining your audiences in
Eabul, you and the members of your group
went out of your way to meet people on the
streets and in the bazaars, generating good
will by your gestures of friendliness. I par-
ticularly appreciated your willingness to per-
form, and perform often, under conditions
that were unfamiliar and probably some-
times distracting.

The American community will not soon
forget your group. During the nearly 2 weeks
that you were here you literally changed our
way of life, which was no small accomplish-
ment in itself. That you also left many
friends among your countrymen in Kabul,
friends who will long remember you and what
you did here, is equally apparent and more
important.

On behalf of all of my staff as well as my-
self and Mrs. Byroade, I want to thank you
all again for a job well done. I hope you
will see that each member of your group
knows of my feelings as expressed herein—
for it applies to every member of the troupe.

With all good wishes for the remainder of
your tour—and always.

Sincerely,
HENRY A, BYROADE,
Ambassador.

AMERICAN EMBASSY,
Vientiane, Laos, October 11, 1961,
Mr. JoEY ADAMS,
Hotel Settha Palace,
Vientine.

DeAr JoEY Apams: I wish to thank you very
warmly on behalf of all of us here for the
fine work which you and your troupe have
done in Laos.

We and the Lao have very much appreci-
ated your willingness to glve so many extra
performances in addition to those regularly
scheduled. Your visits to hospitals, schools,
and other places have brought much pleasure
and satisfaction. You have all certainly
worked very hard here and deserve much
credit for the good results.

You would be pleased to hear the nice
things that have been said about you by the
Lao, including the Prime Minister.

Please express my appreciation and thanks
to all of your troupe.

Very sincerely yours,
WintHROP G. BROWN,
American Ambassador,

[Telegram]
THE FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
October 16, 1961.

Joey Adams show breaking all records here
with complete sellout sports hall for 4
nights: total attendance 40,000 people,

Near crisis developed night after arrival
when instruments and equipment failed to
arrive from Bangkok in time for scheduled
show bhefore President Sukarno at Bogor
Palace to which entire cabinet, members
diplomatic corps and other top-drawer guests
had been invited. Group was kept walting
from 7 to  pm. Plane with equipment
touched down at Eemajoran Alrport at 7:30
p.m. where USIS had truck and driver wait-
ing. With palace cooperation, truck was
given motorcycle escort 40 miles to Bogor,
certainly first time in history jazz orchestra
has been so honored in Indonesia where rock
and roll taboo.

Sukarno played the gracious host, display-
ing no impatience at delay and Adams skill-
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fully exploited incident so that show was
outstanding success.

Opening night at sports hall excited spec-
tators began to arrive at 6 o'clock for 8
o'clock show. By the time I reached hall,
shortly before 8, everyone was in his
seat. First Minister Leimena, sitting next to
me said, “if price of rice goes up, we're likely
to have riots in Djakarta. But if the price
of tickets to Joey Adams goes up, everybody
would pay without complaint.” Performers
gave all they had and show was received with
high enthusiasm.

Howarp P. JonEs,
Ambassador to Indonesia.

THE FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
November 13, 1561.
Mr. JoEY ApamMs,
Oceanic Hotel,
Madrae.

DeaR JOEY AND Cinpy: (I hope the billing
is right.) I thought you might like to know
that the “Joey Adams Show" was the biggest
financial success we have had in Bangalore
in my more than 4 years here. It was more
than merely a financial success, however.
Among the people we really wanted to reach
it was also a thumping artistic success. Had
we been able to get the hall for another
night we could easily have filled it again.

You realize of course that while the show
is the thing, there is also a total image
which a group of prominent visiting Ameri-
cans creates when traveling abroad. They
are observed carefully, and their behavior is
discussed over coffee for months afterward.
In this department, tco, your group scored
very high, certainly higher than any large
group I've had in Bangalore.

Bami called me a few minutes ago and
remarked that “These are the kind of Ameri-
cans we like to meet, warm and genuine.”
Having met her you understand why I have
g0 high a regard for her opinion.

Elsie and I want to thank you for every-
thing you've done for us. You will be re-
membered long and affectionately not only
by us but by thousands of my fellow citizens
of Bangalore.

Sincerely yours,
JosEPH A. NorMaA,
Public Affairs Officer.

P.8.—Enclosed are a couple of clippings:

more later,

AMERICAN CONSULATE GENERAL,
Singapore, October 25, 1961.
JoEY Apams, Esq.,
Joey Adams All Star Show.

Dear JoeEy: On behalf of all members of
the Consulate General may I express wWarm
and heartfelt thanks to you and the members
of your troupe for doing such a splendid
job in promoting good will for our country
in the State of Singapore. Moreover, I am
sure that members of the American com-
munity share this view.

Your philosophy of love and laughter was
exemplified by your activities and contacts
here. It is difficult to imagine how any in-
dividual or any group of individuals could
do more to carry out these qualities so much
needed in the world today.

Please convey our grateful appreciation to
all members of the Joey Adams All Star
SBhow. May I also take this opportunity to
say how much personally my wife and I en-
joyed meeting and talking with all of you.

The very best of luck to you in your com-~
ing travels, and every good wish for con-
tinued success.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT DOMBAUSER,
Counsel in Charge.
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THE FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
AMERICAN EMBASSY,
Saigon, Vietnam, November 8, 1961.
Mr. JOEY ADAMS,
Director, Joey Adams Variety Show,
Hotel Caravelle, Saigon.

DeEAr Mg, Apams: Before your departure,
I want to send you in writing what I have
had the opportunity to say to you person-
ally on several occasions—that I appreciate
most sincerely the contribution which you
and the members of the varlety show have
made, not only to the food relief fund,
but even more importantly to the cause of
United States-Vietnamese relations. From
all reports I have, and from personal obser-
vation, your week's stay here has helped to
bring cheer to a hard-pressed people and to
give them a real feeling of America's sin-
cerity and warmhearted support.

Frankly, as I told you, I was skeptical at
first as to whether the variety show would
fit the situation in Vietnam at the present
time, which is one of national emergency
bordering on wartime conditions. You were
guick to appreciate this, and by your per-
formances in hospitals, orphanages, and
other informal appearances you created the
right atmosphere and reactions.

I would like, through you, to extend both
my personal and official thanks to all the
members of your troupe, and to wish you
all continued success in this good enterprise.

I shall send a copy of this letter to the
Director of the President’s Entertainment
Fund in Washington.

My wife joins me in best regards to you
and to Mrs. Adams—and thanks again for
your book, wlhich has already made us
chuckle.

Sincerely yours,
FreEpeErICK E. NoLTING, Jr.,
American Ambassador.

THE FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
AMERICAN CONSULATE GENERAL,
Bombay, India, December 5, 1961.
Mr, JoEY ADAMS,
Care of U.S. Information Service,
New Delhi, India,

Dear JoEy: May I offer my congratulations
to you and to the members of your troupe
for the successful performances which were
staged in Bombay. As we know, there was
standing room only the last few days, attest-
ing to the popularity of the show with the
people of Bombay,

I was especially impressed by the perform-
ances which members of your group gave
at hospitals, children's homes and at the
beggars’ home here. This was most com-
mendable and greatly appreciated.

Both my wife and I were happy to have
the opportunity of becoming acquainted
with you and Cindy, as well as Jed Hornen,
and of meeting the other members of your

up.
Sincerely yours,
ROBERT M, CARR,
American Consul General.

GENERAL REACTIONS OF AMERICAN FOREIGN
SERVICE POSTS TO THE JOEY ADAMS VARI-
ETY SHOW
From Bombay, India: “"Adams show still

smash sellout and gone to standing room

only. Charity performances, publicity, go-
ing very well. Joey, Cindy and group quite
cooperative.”

From Djakarta, Indonesia: “Joey Adams
breaking all records here with complete sell-
out sports hall for 4 night: Total attend-
ance, 40,000 people.”

From KEabul, Afghanistan: “Embassy in
Kabul reports that Jeshyn Fair formally
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opened morning of August 24. Variety
show performed evening August 23. Amer-
icans tremendous success and stole show.”

From Eatmandu, Nepal: “Comments
from all sources regarding Joey Adams show
regard it highly laudatory, and there have
been expressions of regret on part of Nepalis
who were unable to purchase tickets.”

From Saigon, Vietnam: “Embassy highly
pleased with success of Joey Adams Variety
Show as contribution to Vietnamese-Amer-
ican relations. Show itself and Adams’' per-
sonal gift of cementing United States-Viet-
nam relations most impressive. In addition
to eight capacity performances for flood re-
lief which widely publicized all media, Adams
troupe generated widespread community
good will by additional performances for war-
wounded Vietnamese soldlers, orphans, Scout
jamboree.”

From Singapore: "“Joey Adams show Sing-
apore visit highly successful every angle.
Adams, wife Cindy, Buddy Rich, cast, en-
thusiastically feted by sponsoring Jaycees,
Singapore musicians, alumnl group, local
citizens schooled in U.S. American com=-
munity. Two public performances com-
pletely sold out 3 days before play date.
Additional charity children's show packed.
All appearances helpful promoting Ameri-
can friendship. Press, radio coverage out-
standing, effective, from airport reception
throughout stay. Joey, Cindy both did ex-
cellent radio programs, made hit on air,
stage, using Malay appropriately. Shows re-
ceived good notices: ‘fun-loving, spirited,
wholesome, nonstop laughter and cheering,
America’s salesmen had done a good job.'
‘Joey, Shirleys, Chase visit to orthopedic
hospital hit front page southeast Asia's
largest English language newspaper with
five column human interest picture Joey,
one of the children. Joey, singers, visited
School for Blind. Company cooperative with
CG staff, Jaycees, appreciative efficlent pro-
graming job. Management, crews tackled
job intelligently, worked smoothly with
sponsors. Adams earned kudos from Jay-
cees, public."”

From Vientiane, Laos: “Joey Adams show
extremely well received Vientiane in four
major performances plus special appearances
hospitals, schools. Prime Minister invited
troupe buffet supper with Lao entertain-
ment.”

Beyond this, Mr. Adams and his
colleagues were hailed by official repre-
sentatives of the countries in which his
troupe entertained. They were ex-
tremely vocal in their praise and thanks.
Just a few of these lefters, Mr. Speaker,
are offered here:

UDORNTHANI CHANGWAD HOSPITAL,
October 4, 1961.
Hon. Mr. EENNETH Topp YoUNG,
The American Ambassador,
Bangkok, Thailand.

Sm: As director of the Udorn Hospital
and as a doctor, I want to express my appre-
ciation for the good will which was brought
to Udorn and the financial assistance given
to the hospital as a result of the Joey Adams
Varlety Show's visit to Udornthani,

The first show given by the varilety group
on September 19, 1961, was a charity per-
formance for the benefit of the hospital. The
total proceeds were presented to the acting
governor for the hospital that evening,
amounting to $20,354. This money will be
used for the purchase of new operating
equipment to be placed in the new wing of
the hospital.

Mr. Adams, accompanied by Mrs. Murchie,
wife of our USIS Director, personally visited
the hospital and toured the various wards
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of adult and children patients. Mr. Adams
stopped at each bed to give a smile and a
“wal” to the patient. His personal touch
was greatly appreclated by everyone. Al-
though but few patients could understand
Mr. Adams’ words, they all could understand
his entertaining personality and friendly
smile.

It is my intention to place a metal plague
in the new wing of the hospital, when it is
completed, which will carry the following
inscription: “The Joey Adams Variety Show,
as a sign of Thai-American friendship,
donated to the Udorn Changwad Hospital
$20,354, Beptember 19, 1861.”

Again let me thank Your Excellency, USIS
Udorn and the Joey Adams Varlety Show
for alding our Changwad Hospital and for
displaying a spirit of Thal and American
friendship which will long be remembered
by the people of Udorn.

Sincerely yours,
KASEM CHIATAYASOTHORN,
Director.
REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM,
ARMY OF THE REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM,
Conc-Hoa GENERAL HOSPITAL.
Mr. JOEY ApamMms,
Majestic Hotel,
Saigon, Vietnant.

Dear Mgr. Apams: On November 3, 1961,
you and your troop of entertainers per-
formed a series of acts for the patients of
this hospital. These acts were done so well
and show the great amount of time, effort,
and affection for the audience which all
of you placed on this show.

You have brought into the hearts of these
Vietnamese fighters for freedom, a measure
of cheer and that they are remembered by
the people of the free world.

The patients and staff of this hospital
want to thank you and your troop for this

fine show of humaneness.

* We wish you and your troop will have
always good success everywhere in the
world.

\ Lt. Col. Vu Neoc Hoan, MC,

Cong-Hoa General Hospital Commander.

BINGAPORE JUNIOR
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
November 10, 1961.

DeaAr Mg, Apams: I would like to take this
opportunity to thank you and all the mem-
bers of your all-star variety show for the
tremendous success of your recent visit to
Singapore. I can assure you that it has
been by far the most successful of all the
shows which we have had the pleasure of
sponsoring.

Quite apart from the two public perform-
ances, which were completely sold out and
enabled us to raise a considerable sum for
our scholarship and welfare funds, we have
had letters of appreciation from many of
the groups of underprivileged children, who
attended the special children’s matinee, as
well as letters of thanks from the Singapore
School for the Blind and the St. Andrew’s
Mission Hospital for the visits by yourself
and members of your troupe.

Last but not least, we would: like to place
on record our gratitude for your ready co-
operation throughout your brief stay here
and the very happy and cordial relationship
which existed during that time between the
members of your troupe and the members
of our organization.

Your visit was a perfect example of in-
ternational harmony and good will. We
wish you every success for the remainder of
your tour and we hope that many of you
will visit Singapore again some day so that
we can renew our friendship.

Please convey the very best wishes of all
the members of the Singapore Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce to Buddy Rich and his
band, Celeste Evans, the Sylvia Sisters, the
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Step Brothers, John Shirley and Bonnie,
Chaz Chase, and to your charming wife
Cindy and yourself.
Yours sincerely,
RoNALD CHANG,
Acting President.
REMARKS OF THE HEAD OF NATIONAL
ORPHANAGE IN SAIGON

Ladies, gentlemen, how glad we have been
in enjoying your very good performances.
Coming from a distant country, you have
kindness to get here, our national orphanage,
in order to give us, the miserable orphan
children, many minutes of entertainments.

We can say that you have brought a bright
light of the culture of your country and a
new movement of stimulating the desire of
arts and sciences to the Vietnamese people
and specially to the Vietnamese children.

Being compared to you, famous artists,
famous actors and actresses, we are only the
unexperienced players, making first steps in
arts. But in order to answer to your benev-
olence, let us perform some national folk-
dances. We hope they will be able to say
you some Vietnamese characteristics and to
offer you some ideas of Vietnamese culture.
REMARKS OF A YOUNG VIETNAMESE THANKING

; THE ApaMs' TROUPE

Ladies, gentlemen, on the occasion of your
friendship trip to WVietnam, you have re-
served & nice show to our national orphan-
age, it is a great benefit, a precious gift that
comforts us very much.

In this free world, the United States of
America have given a good example on equal-
ity and friendship to many countries. Living
in a distant country, you have had to cross
ocean and pass thousands of miles to reach
our country. After many difficulties, you
have come to our dear country to share her
joy as well as her sorrow. In this occasion,
we think that you, the artists of “The Joey
Adams Variety Show,” have been able to ac-
complish an important task in strengthen-
ing the ties between the United States of
America and Vietnam.

And today, you pay attention to these
orphan children, visiting us and giving us a
show to amuse us and make us joyful, to
stimulate us and encourage us. How happy
we are. We are now anxious to enjoy your
performance.

What can we say to thank you of what
you'll do for us today? We feel very happy
in front of our dear benefactors. Let us have
pleasure to present you our warmest feelings
of thanks, and, please transfer our respect-
ful gratitude to the Government and to the
people of the United States of America. We
wish the amity and cultural relations be-
tween the two peoples get more and more
tied.

At last, we wish you good success in your
friendship traveling in order to be able to
develop arts, culture, and civilization of your
fatherland to all countries in the whole
world.

The press in these countries, too, noted
the fine objectives of the tour and the
tremendous good will it fostered. It lav-
ished praise on the mission. I call just
a few of these accounts to the attention
of this House and the American people,
for they are positive proof of the inesti-
mable value of such a tour and point up
to the need for our Government to spon-
sor additional similar missions.

[News story which appeared in a Saigon
newspaper]

Apamvs TROUPE ENTERTAINS WOUNDED

SoLDIERS

Vietnamese Republican Army soldiers re-

covering from wounds suffered in recent
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combat with the Viet Cong, including some
who had participated in Wednesday's major
battle in Phuoc Thanh Province, were en-
thusiastic in their reception of the Joey
Adams Variety Show put on for their special
benefit at the Cong Hoa General Hospital in
Go Vap near Salgon on Friday afternoon.

The Adams troupe, on tour in Asia under
sponsorship of the U.S. State Department’s
President’s Fund, are currently presenting
eight shows at the Hung Dao Theater in Sai-
gon the proceeds of which will be donated
to the relief of victims of the flood disaster
in the Makong Delta.

The show opened Thursday night before
an overflowing audience of some 1,700 who
were delighted with the vibrant, fast moving
show., A few tickets are still available at
the Hung Dao Theater for the remaining
performances.

Friday Joey Adams told the Vietnamese
fighters for freedom that Americans have
fought for years for the same great purpose
to which the Vietnamese Republic Forces are
dedicated—independence and human dig-
nity.

“We are here,” America’s good-will enter-
tainer told the soldiers and their families
visiting them, “to show the friendship and
love of the American people for the people
of Vietnam. Since you could not come to
the theater to see the show, we have brought
it to you,” The smiles, laughter, and cheers
which followed the performances in the
wards and the hospital's theater by Adams
and his group gave ample evidence of the
soldiers' appreciation of the entertainers'
efforts.

The Joey Adams troupe was virtually
every minute of their spare time in Saigon
solidly booked for appearances in hospitals
and orphanages. The show will leave Sai-
gon next Wednesday for India.

| Article from New Delhi newspaper|
GOOD AMERICAN ENTERTAINMENT
(By Our Drama Critic)

It is difficult to beat the Americans in the
show business. Mr. Joey Adams' all-star
show, which opened on Monday night at
the Industries Fair theater, is slick, enter-
taining, amusing, clever and charming. It
gives 2 hours of very good variety, and never
a dull moment.

Mr. Adams is the compere or master of
ceremonies, and he keeps up a patfer most
of the time he is on the stage. Occasionally
he joins in the dance to prove that he was
the teacher of all his dancers.

The band is a lively lot of musicians, play-
ing with obvious gusto, and their hot jazz
is going to give heart throbs to the jazz
crazy. One of their interesting items is a
number played on a vibraphone, a pleasant
sounding instrument of metal plates with
resonance tubes suspended from the table. It
is played somewhat like a gypsy cymbalom,

Probably the most outstanding in her own
class is Miss Celeste Evans, a Canadian girl
magician, whose tricks are excellent; hand-
kerchiefs turn into pigeons at a flick of a
finger, and cards pop up at her command.
And there is a pretty finale to her act, when,
against a dark stage, her kerchiefs and
pigeons turn Iuminescent and fly about in
weird colors. This number alone would
make a visit to this show worth while.

Deanna, Deanda, and Joan, the Sylte
Sisters, sing prettily and are clever at im-
itating other singing groups such as the
Anderson Sisters.

The Four Step Brothers are tap dancers
(their names are Williams, Macdonald,
Spencer and Anderson) and offer a great
varlety of tap dancing, in a large number' of
rhythms. Thelr agility is remarkable and in
India, where rhythm is so important an ele-
ment of music, their tapping will please
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many. They can also sing (“When saints go
marchin’ in") and crack jokes.

All this is great fun, but it is difficult to
beat the dumb comedian, Mr. Chaz Chase,
who never says a word and keeps you spell-
bound with his hilarious mime. He eats
burning cigars, cigarettes, packets of flaming
matches, his own shirt front, flowers and all,
and is just about to eat Mr. Adams well
salted, when he is chased off the stage.

Mr. John Shirley and his wife, Bonnie, do
wonders with balloons, hundreds of them. A
delightful and original number, this would
delight all children from 8 to 80.

Altogether, very good entertainment.
Every night at 8:30 pm. up to Sunday,
December 10, at the Industries Fair theater,
[From the Times of Vietnam, Nov. 3, 1961]
JoEY ApamMs VARIETY SHOw OPENING NIGHT

PERFORMANCE

Saicon, November 3.—"“Wonderful” was
among the words of praise from spectators
who attended the gala opening performance
of Joey Adams' variety show at the Hung
Dao Theater here last night.

The show was the first of a series of 8
the 21-member troupe of American enter-
tainers is scheduled to present for the bene-
fit of Vietnamese flood victims. The troupe
arrived Wednesday, under the sponsorship
of the President’s Fund for Cultural Ex-
change.

Presiding at the first night gala was Mrs.
Truong Vinh Le, wife of the National Assem-
bly chairman.

The troupe opened before a large and en-
thusiastic audience with a program fea-
turing American songs, jazz music and many
variety numbers., Buddy Rich, world famous
drummer, dominated the show with his skill,
the equal of which has never been seen here
before, as one spectator put it.

The singing Sylte Sisters, the four acro-
batic-dancing Step Brothers, the balloon
artists, Mr. Shirley and Bonnie, the slender
blond magician, Celeste Evans, and Chaz
Chase, the clown, all brought repeated and
deafening cheers from the audience.

To the obvious delight of everyone, noted
Vietnamese crooner Tran Van Trach also ap-
peared on the show, alone and with troupe
leader Joey Adams. Adams added fun to
the atmosphere and made it truly friendly
with his jokes and, particularly his quickly
learned Vietnamese—"tol la thay” (I am
the teacher).

Mr. Adams and his wife, Cindy, earlier in-
troduced their troupe in Vietnamese.

[Article from New Delhi newspaper]

NINETY MINUTES OF SHEER FUN—ALL-STAR
SHOwW OF JOEY ADAMS

{By Our Muslic Critic)

New DerHI, December 4.—Joey Adams'
“All-Star Show"” which opened this evening
at the Industries Fair theater for a week-
long run, is an hour and a half of rollicking
entertainment—the best, perhaps, to come
this way since quite some time. Here are no
pretensions to purpose and meanings; Adams
with the others in his show have a go at the
blues with hammer, tongs, pick and shovel,
and by the time they are through, the hall
is all in shambles, splitting and spilling
over with laughter and gaiety.

Adams can surely count on the cheering
and applause as long as he is here perform-
ing.

The bill of Adams' All-Star Show is made
up of popular songs by one of America's
top singing teams, the youthful Style Sisters
trio; some absolutely fabulous tap dancing
by the renowned Step Brothers; moving
clowning by Chaz Chase; neat magic by the
glamorous Celeste Evans; a balloon (hun-
dreds of them) act by John Shirley and
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Bonnie in which the audience also join in.
All this against a backdrop of delightful jazz
by Mike Manleri and his band. Joe Adams
himself acts as master of ceremonies, a role
in which he not only joins with each of his
stars in his or her act, but also has the audi-
ence splitting with laughter at his clever
gags.
FUN FOR ALL

There is something for everyone in the
show. For jazz fans there is both traditional
dizxieland as well as progressive jazz. The
Step Brothers more than prove their virtu-
osity tapping and clicking their soles
through half a dozen or so numbers, Celeste
Evans is remarkably neat at her magic and
clown (pantomimist, really), Chaz Chase
manages to elicit more than just laughter,

There are some very moving undertones
in his speechless act in which the felgned
indifference he munches his way through
the proverbial daisies to his own collar and
another's hat. It is difficult to know whether
Adams has intended it so, but his gags do
strike one as belng some sort of a mirror to
a cliche ridden cliche tied way of life. One
can even imagine Mr. Adams revolving
around the all powerful cliche.

[|From the Times of Vietnam, November

1961]
JoOEY ApAams PLEDGES SvPPORT For FLoop
RELIEF

Joey Adams and his troupe of American
entertainers arrived Tuesday at Tan BSon
Nhut Airport and expressed their sincere
desire to contribute in any way they can as
good will emissaries to Vietnam,

The group has already agreed to appear
at hospitals and orphanages in their spare
time: :

Under sponsorship of the U.S. State De-
partment's President’s Fund, Adams and his
troupe of 21 artists will present 8 shows
at the Hung Dao Theater. A gala formal
opening took place last night

Proceeds of all performances will be do-
nated to disaster victims in the Mekong
Delta.

“We are aware of President Diem's recent
emergency declaration and want to express
our eagerness to help in any way we can,”
said Adams upon his arrival from Hong Eong
yesterday.

Fresh from successes in Djakarta, Bang-
kok, Bingapore, Vientlane, Phnom Penh,
and other points in the Far East, Adams ex-
pressed enthusiasm over the warmth of
Asian audiences everywhere.

Accompanying Adams was his comedienne
wife, Cindy; the singing Sylte Sisters; the
acrobatic-dancing Step Brothers; Celeste
Evans, magiclan; Chaz Chase, pantomimist;
and the balloon artists, Bonnie and Shirley.

Members of Vietnamese theater circles,
including Star Comedian Tran Van Trach,
who will appear on the show. made their ac-
quaintance with Adams and his troupers
Tuesday night at a reception held at the
Vietnamese-American Assoclation villa.

Tickets for all performances will be sold
at the Hung Dao Theater.

The American Guild of Variety Artists
is indeed fortunate to have Mr. Adams
as their president. This organization’'s
publication gave a full and detailed aé-
counting of the tour. The following
two articles graphically bear out that this
is a man who literally carries out his
words by his deeds.

A StupY IN LAUGHTER

American Showman Joey Adams entered
the St. Andrew’s Orthopaediec Hospltal in
Bedok here today “all ready to jazz 'em up”
with his wisecracks and tricks.
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But before he could get started, the little
boys and girls greeted him with a cheerful
chorus of: “Good morning, Uncle Adams.
Welcome to our home.” They were all smil-
ing too—despite their infirmities.

And for the next hour, there was nonstop
laughter in the home for crippled children
as Adams told his funny stories, and Chaz
Chase swallowed matches, cigarettes, and
anything he could lay his hands on, and
John and Bonnie Shirley, the husband and
wife team, gave a dazzling balloon show.

At the end of it all, Mr. Adams said: “I
have been to a good many hospitals all over
the world, but they all seemed to give me a
depressed feeling, except this one. There
they are all so full of joy. Before I could
cheer them up, they had already cheered me
up. These kids are physically handicapped,
all of them. Yet they have found happi-
ness. How many people in the world are
plagued with unhappiness although they are
physically fit.”

Mr. Adams sald his one regret was that he
did not bring his whole troupe to the hospital
today.

But he made this promise as he went from
bed to bed: “We'll send you gifts when we
return to America.”

Later Mr. Adams and his entertainers
visited the Home for the Blind in Thomson
Road to cheer up the inmates there. The
Joey Adams All-Star Variety Show will give
a matinee show for more than 800 under-
privileged children at the Victoria Theater
tomorrow.

VAUDEVILLE TROUPE RETURNS FROM STATE
DePARTMENT AsIAN ToUR

The Joey Adams Variety Show has re-
turned to the United States from a State
Department tour of the Far East which
showed that variety performers are among
the best ambassadors of good will to people
of other nations.

The troupe consisted of Joey and Cindy
Adams, Chaz Chase, the Sylte Sisters, the
Four Step Brothers, John Shirley and Bon-
nie, Celeste Evans, and the Buddy Rich
Combo, They were received by heads of
state in every country they visited, but more
important were the shows given to the
general public, many for local charities. In
addition, members of the troupe visited
hospitals and other institutions to bring
happiness to children and to the sick,

JOEY Apams Goop Wi SHow HAILED IN
SOUTHEAST ASIA

The Joey Adams Variety Show, under the
sponsorship of the U.S. State Department,
has been entertaining audiences throughout
southern and southeast Asia to critical ac-
claim, and the gratitude of those who have
seen American variety artists for the first
time.

The troupe has played in such countries as
Afghanistan, Nepal, Cambodia, Thailand,
Laos, and the State of Hong Kong. Audi-
ences have ranged from groups of youngsters
in small, out-of-the-way villages, to com-
mand performances before royalty.

In addition to Joey Adams, and wife Cindy,
the troupe consists of the well-known panto-
mimist Chaz Chase, the singing Sylte Sisters,
the dancing Step Brothers, John Shirley and
Bonnie's balloon act, and Magician Celeste
Evans; together with Drummer Buddy Rich
and his combo consisting of Mike Manieri,
Rolf Ericson, Sam Most, Wyatt Ruther and
John Morris.

In a letter quoted by Columnist Robert
Coleman in the New York News, Joey writes:
“Qur stages are often put up in the forest
or on steps of temples. We sometimes make
up with insect repellant, and do without
baths because the water and electricity are
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off. We have waded knee-high through
morasses to get to impromptu stages, but our
reward has been robust applause from those
we have reached with such difficulty. And
the enjoyment of our audiences seems to tell
us that we are gaining friends for America
and building a worldwide following for
vaudeville.”

Joey is quoted by Columnist Nick Kenny
in the same publication as saying, In part,
“Down through the years, whenever there
was tension, court jesters or the minstrels
were called in to relieve the fever. I hope
we've done that on this trip. We've played
hospitals and schools, taught the chlildren
the crafts of show business, played for the
armies, entertained the people and appeared
at command performances for kings and
queens of half a dozen countries. Every
friend that we have won for our country
has brought us néarer to peace and further
away from the martial music and EKhru-
shchey and his band. The password has
been love. I've heard about the signs say-
ing, ‘Americans Go Home'; I can only tell you
they have welcomed us with open arms and
hearts.”

Members of the troupe turned to teaching
in Laos, to help in areas where the American
wives, who had been teaching, were evac-
uated. Paul Johnson, director of the Lao-
American Association wrote Joey, “Thanks
from all of us for a fine all-round and
greatly appreciated show, the likes of which
has never been seen here in Laos before. It
had something for everybody, the Lao es-
pecially, and including the ‘League of Na-
tions’ stationed here in the various embassy
and government positions. Let's not forget
the ICC too. The Lao Army and public
show that was extra was a big hit and Colonel
Boonkhong is still talking of its success.

“For my part, please give speclal thanks
to Cindy, your cha ming pedagoglc wife, Mrs.
Chase, and Mr. Prince Spencer for their fine,
helpful teaching chores at the Lao-American
Aseoclation. The local students greatly en-
joyed their teaching and send their respect-
ful and gracious regards. With the teaching
situation being a bit tenuous, due to Ameri-
can wives not being available due to evac-
uation 14 months ago, their stints before
the classes were much more valuable than
ordinarily would be the case.
our lasting thanks.”

Howard P. Jones, U.S. Ambassador to In-
donesia, writes: “This is to thank you both
and the fine people who were with you for
the contribution you made during your
week's stay in Djakarta. Since your depar-
ture, I have heard many Indonesians say
with real regret that you not only should
have stayed longer but that people in other
parts of the country should also have had
an opportunity to see your show. This is
the sincerest compliment an Indonesian can
pay you—to want the rest of his people to
enjoy the experience he himself had had.

“I hope you will pass on to the rest of
your group too my appreciation for their
patience and understanding, as well as for
their superb performance. I know full well
that they were not too comfortable at the
hotel—I have stayed at hotels all over this
country and know something about them—
but I heard no word of complaint, even
from the three lovely Sylte Sisters who I
understand had to sleep in two single beds.
Had there been a way to provide better
accommodations for so large a group, you
would have had them. I trust it will give
all of your company satisfaction far exceed-
ing the memory of any discomfort involved
to know that they won the hearts of In-
donesla and made a real contribution to
American-Indonesian relations and to the
understanding between our people that is
80 fundamental to progress in the right direc-

Give them all
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tlon. I can only wish for you both and the
rest of the troupe what I am certain is as-
sured: continuation of the outstanding suc-
cess that your show was here during the
remainder of your travels.”

Robert Donhauser, U.S. consul in Singa-
pore, wrote: “On behalf of all members of
the consulate general may I express warm
and heartfelt thanks to you and the mem-
bers of your troupe for doing such a splendid
Jjob in promoting good will for our country
in the State of Singapore. Moreover, I am
sure that members of the American com-~
munity share this view.

“Your philosophy of love and laughter was
exemplified by your activities and contacts
here. It is difficult to imagine how any In-
dividual or any group of individuals could
do more to carry out these qualities so much
needed In the world today.

“Please convey our grateful appreclation
to all members of the Joey Adams All Star
Show. May I also take this opportunity to
say how much personally my wife and I en-
joyed meeting and talking with all of you.

“The very best of luck to you in your
coming travels, and every good wish for con-
tinued success.”

Mr. Speaker, I cite the above articles
and documents as but typical of those
written about and to Joey Adams and
his good will mission. They clearly il-
lustrate the success of the project and
reflect due tribute to the man who made
it possible,

Yes, Mr. Speaker, Joey Adams is a
great American. His contribution to our
foreign prestige is inimitable and inval-
uable. I know I speak for this Congress
and the American people when I say
“Hats off to Joey Adams and his Am-
bassadors of Good Will.”

THE DOUBTING PUBLIC

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from California [Mr. Hos-
MER] may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcoRb.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the rec-
ord high volume of mail being received
by Members of the Congress from anx-
ious citizens is only one of many in-
dications the American public increas-
ingly questions the adequaey of current
U.S. policies in dealing with Khrushchev
and the Communist menace in general.
When people lack confidence in one
branch of our Government, the pattern
is for them to turn to another for
strength and protection of their herit-
age. These public doubts have mounted
with such events as Cuba, Berlin, Laos,
Soviet test resumption and the Presi-
dent’s delayed, equivocable and agonized
response to it.

Both the President and the Vice Pres-
ident have implied from time to time
that such public doubts play into Com-
munist hands; that they spring from two
primary sources: the Communists who
inspire them deliberately and from in-
ternal extremists of the right who they
claim make irresponsible charges that
disturb the public. In a Florida speech
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last fall Mr. Jounson argued that if
the American public would look at the
situation through Communist eyes it
would see that the Communists cannot
win militarily or economically and that
they must, therefore, conceive their
most effective tactic as one of sowing
doubts among the American people
about national leaders and institutions
for the purpose of weakening our
strength at a crucial time. The John-
son-Kennedy thesis appears to be that
American citizens are the most vulner-
able element of American strength,
therefore they are the primary Soviet
target because doubts by the American
public weaken America. Further, that
Americans who make charges against
the administration, responsible or irre-
sponsible, are playing the Soviet game,

One may challenge both these conclu-
sions.

Take first the effect of public doubts
about national leaders and institutions.
The American people have doubted
their leaders and institutions many
times in the past. One of the first such
doubts caused the American Revolution.
Historically, since then, recurring doubts
have brought positive corrective action.
They have not sapped the national
strength. In the case of big business
and questionable business ethics, public
doubts brought antitrust laws, insurance
and stock market regulations. Recent
labor legislation is a product of public
loss of confidence in certain labor lead-
ers and institutions. Judicial agencies
have changed in response to public
questioning. Political leaders often
have changed their ways or disappeared
from the scene for similar reasons.
Perhaps the Vice President has forgot-
ten all this. He says the American pub-
lic is the most vulnerable element of
national strength. Could it be the na-
tional leadership which is vulnerable
rather than the people?

Surely Soviet planners know that
American leadership is a concentrated
target, relatively small in number and
very powerful, drawing heavily from in-
tellectual and scientific groups for its
membership. They also know that be-
cause of naivete or other factors many
such people have been particularly sus-
ceptible to soclalistic and disguised
communistic theories and have played
a major, if usually unwitting, part in
the subjugation of almost every country
now ruled by the Communists.

Soviet planners must also see that
Americans have fended increasingly to
elect their leaders on the basis of popu-
larity and conformity which offends the
fewest voters, rather than for individual
qualities of courage, intelligence, forth-
rightness, or principle. They also must
know that leaders so elected are, by
their very nature, particularly susceptible
to opinion pressures, much more so than
is the average American who holds no
elective office. The Soviets know their
skills and tactics are particularly ef-
fective in generating opinion pressures
throughout the world. They have
watched American leaders demonstrate
their sensitivity to such pressures on
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many occasions and many issues. They
also witness the avid intensity with
which American political leaders follow
and comment upon the Gallup poll's re-
current assessment of Presidential popu-
larity.

Therefore, it seems logical and prob-
able that Soviet planners regard our
Government leadership rather than our
people as the most vulnerable as well as
important target.

There is indication that this, indeed,
is the Soviet view; that consequently
Soviet tactics are designed to force that
leadership into foolishly trusting or ap-
peasing by threats of violence or the
pressures of world opinion. There also
are some indications they may have been
successful on various occasions; hence,
perhaps spawning the public doubts
which the President and Vice President
seek to allay.

The Vice President has belittled the
idea that the executive branch might
harbor deliberate traitors or that il-
lustrious Americans who have served the
President could be duped.

Both logic and history deny these
theories.

The Soviets undoubtedly have made
intensive efforts to infiltrate the execu-
tive branch in view of its importance and
vulnerability. The same may well be
true for other branches of Government,
They succeeded with Alger Hiss and sev-
eral others. What has happened in the
meantime to make Soviet efforts of this
sort any less effective? No significant
change is apparent. The FBI, though
excellent, still is only human and there-
fore can still fail to detect all infiltrators
as it has failed, on occasion, before.
Other security apparatus of the Govern-
ment makes no claims to absolute perfec-
tion, The Government can still fail to
act on information furnished by the FBI
or others, as it has before. Unwitting
associates of deliberate infiltrators are
probably no more alert than they ever
were to the presence of such hidden
enemies, It is therefore only logical to
assume there are some deliberate infil-
trators in high places, as there were
before. In fact, the present adminis-
tration climate is, in some ways, more in
tune with socialistic and compromising
tolerance than many of its predecessors,
and therefore less likely to recognize an
infiltrator who may press such views.
Even should this not necessarily result,
it does seem this administration should
be acting more vigorously to assure the
people that it does not.

In any event past experience indicates
a cavalier, offhand attitude is not in
order either regarding the dangers of
infiltration, the problem of dupes or even
the likelihood of serious miscalculations
regarding Soviet intentions and tactics.
Even the greatest men are not immune
from mistakes. President Roosevelt
called Stalin good old Joe. President
Truman lost China to agrarian reformers
and called anti-Communist sentiment a
red herring. President Eisenhower im-
posed a 3-year moratorium on nuclear
testing with no significant knowledge
about relative nuclear capabilities or
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probable Soviet cheating on the test ban.
President Kennedy has already admitted
publicly that the Soviets fooled him on
nuclear testing.

The President and Vice President have
said or implied that American extremists
of the right are spreading doubts that
weaken America. One might argue that
positive, courageous, and intelligent na-
tional leadership or institutions need
have no fear of whispering or extremist
attacks. But when facts develop to sup-
port the charges, then leadership does
need to worry.

One fact which might be used to judge
such issues is whether or nof past or
existing national policies have stopped
the Communist’s advance. Most Amer-
icans do not think so. Study of the daily
newspapers and the maps supports this
negative conclusion. This, rather than
extremist charges, well may be causing
the growing doubts by the American pub-
lic. Little will or can be done to erase
those doubts until the President some-
how satisfies the American people he
has wrested the initiative from the So-
viets. -

In summary then, one can argue that
public doubts amongst Americans are
healthy rather than harmful; the pri-
mary Communist psychological target is
the American Government, noft the
American people; serious doubts among
the people arise from facts, not from the
charges of extremists, though the latter
may raise some of the issues and there-
fore serve a useful rather than a divisive
purpose.

The temper of the American people is
slowly changing from one of apathy and
indifference to one of deep concern. This
is healthy, not divisive.

Perhaps, in time, the President and
the Vice President will recognize and do
something about the basic elements of
the problem, rather than pointing to side
issues in an unsuccessful attempt to al-
lay the public concern.

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HOEVEN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is about time that we set the record
straight on the dairy price support pro-

gram.

On March 7, 1962, a bipartisan coali-
tion in the House Committee on Agri-
culture voted not to report House Joint
Resolution 613 to the House. This legis-~
lation would have fixed the price support
for manufacturing milk and butterfat
for the 9-month period from April 1,
1962, to December 31, 1962, at $3.40 per
hundredweight—or 83 percent of par-
ity, and 60.4 cents per pound, or 81
percent of parity, respectively. These
levels of support were originally set by
Secretary Freeman approximately 1
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year ago under the authority of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, This act pro-
vides that the Secretary may set dairy
price supports at any level from 75 to
90 percent of parity as he finds necessary
in order to assure an adequate supply.

At the end of 1960, the Commodity
Credit Corporation had in its inventory
66.3 million pounds of butter, 279.8 mil-
lion pounds of dried milk, and no cheese.
A year later on December 31, 1961, CCC
had in its inventory 205.7 million pounds
of bufter, 354.9 million pounds of dried
milk, and 59.7 million pounds of cheese.

Secretary Freeman's action in raising
dairy price supports last March was
taken in the face of rising national
production of milk as was fully docu-
mented by the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SEeLy-Brown] on page
2898 of the Recorp of February 21, 1962.
In March 1961 Mr, Freeman did not
seem the least bit concerned with the
words “in order to assure an adequate
supply.”

I think it is fair to say that this bill
was introduced by the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoorLEY] in response to
the President’s message on agriculture
of January 31, 1962, in which Mr. Ken-
nedy stated:

Under the present law, the Secretary of
Agriculture is mnot authorized to set the
price-support rate for milk above 75 percent
of parity unless necessary in order to assure
an adequate supply. Under this law, in the
present supply situation, the reduced sup-
port price must be announced for the mar-
keting year beginning next April 1.

Therefore the administration con-
tended that legislation was needed to
prevent the current price supports from
going back to the statutory minimum of
75 percent of parity.

The situation then boiled down to
this: The Secretary tried to “pass the
buck” to Congress by pushing for the
adoption of House Joint Resolution 613,
thus attempting to avoid his responsibil-
ity for his own self-imposed mistakes and
problems. Rather than shoulder his
rightful burden and exercise the author-
ity he possessed under the law, Secretary
Freeman asked Congress to rigidly fix
dairy supports for three-quarters of the
marketing year.

If nothing else, I submit that this is
out of character for Mr. Freeman who
last year asked for the virtual surrender
of the legislative prerogatives of Con-
gress in agricultural legislation, and who
this year in the administration farm bill
is asking for complete discretion to set
dairy price supports from zero to 90 per-
cent of parity under a permanent supply
management production control plan.

I realize, Mr. Speaker, that the politi-
cal masterminds of the New Frontier
are now trying to castigate those who
opposed this bill as being against the
dairy farmer. In an obvious oversim-
plification of the issue, they are trying
to equate a “no” vote on House Joint
Resolution 613 as antifarmer, and a
“yes” vote as profarmer. The fact is
that such reasoning is simply not true
and the American dairy farmer knows it.
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In the first place, House Joint Resolu-
tion 613 did not exist in a vacuum. It
was a vital part of the administration’s
long range dairy program set forth in
H.R. 10010. It could not possibly be
considered independently on its own
merits because following closely on its
heels is Mr. Freeman's plan to con-
trol the American dairy industry.
Enactment of House Joint Resolution
613 would have led to increasing dairy
purchases and soaring Government costs
resulting in increased pressure for the
control plan. Mr. EKennedy himself
said in his agricultural message that
the present level of support would result
in Government expenditures of approxi-
madtely $500 million to support the prices
of dairy products. In that same mes-
sage, Mr. Kennedy stated that Govern-
ment costs at the 75 percent of parity
support level would be some $440 mil-
lion. Other informed observers in the
Department of Agriculture have been
quoted by the Wall Street Journal as
estimating Government costs at the
level established by House Joint Resolu-
tion 613 to be in excess of $640 million
in fiscal year 1963. In the Secretary's
presentation before the committee, he
submitted a cost estimate in the booklet
“Food and Agriculture—A Program for
the 1960’s” on page 108 of the printed
hearings as follows:

CCC expenditures in the current fiscal year
will total approximately $500 million and at
present price-support levels would mount to
more than $600 million next year, in addi-
tion to about $100 million each year for the
special children’s milk program. These
heavy CCC costs subject the dairy price sup-
port program to serious jeopardy.

Thus, it can be seen that the enact-
ment of House Joint Resolution 613
would have led to additional expendi-
tures of some $160 million (based on Mr.
Freeman's own conservative estimates)
over and above the tremendous sums
now being spent.

I think it can also be fairly assumed
that such fantastic expenditures would
build up a terrific pressure for the Free-
man control plan.

This is the plan, Mr. Speaker, that one
of our leading farm organizations de-
scribes as follows:

The proposal to permit the sale or rental
of milk bases means that these rights to
produce milk would soon acquire a sub-
stantial cash wvalue. As the milk bases
changed hands over time, the cost of acquir-
ing them would largely eliminate any tem-
porary benefits that might be achleved un-
der the program. It would no longer be
possible for a young man to work into the
dalry business by acquiring heifer calves and
growing them to maturity. In addition to
acquiring cows, he would have to find both
the means of financing the purchase of a
production base and someone willing to sell
production rights.

It is the plan about which the National
Milk Producers Federation says:

Surely it would be the height of folly to
require American producers to submit to
rigld production controls to reduce total
supply and then permit imports to come In
and replace our own production. Without
effective import controls domestic production
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could be rolled back without In any way
reducing the surplus problem.

It is the plan which the Met.ropoltta.n
Cooperative Milk Producers
Agency of Syracuse, N.Y., says:

‘We feel that this section as written allows
the SBecretary of Agriculture to virtually die-
tate what producers must do and that a
referendum vote granted them would be as
meaningless as a Russian election.

It is the plan that the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. ProxMIirel] de-
seribed on page 2554 of the Recorp of
February 20, 1962, after a recent trip to
his State as in serious trouble and the
most revolutionary dairy proposal in
many years.

It is the plan that calls for the im-
prisonment in a Federal penitentiary for
up to 1 year or a $2,000 fine, or both,
for a dairy farmer who fails to keep
proper books and records as determined
by the Secretary. This is really the
plan that the Committee on Agriculture
rejected in part when it turned down
House Joint Resolution 613.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to point out the most shabby politi-
cal gimmick in House Joint Resolu-
tion 613. The bill provides for only
a 9-month freeze of dairy supports
even though the marketing year for
dairy products runs for a full 12 months
to March 31, 1963. This clearly shows
Mr. Freeman's intent to drop supports
after the fall congressional elections.
It was a crude political trick, to say the
least. I commend my colleagues on the
committee from both parties for their
courage and statesmanship on this legis-
lation for without a bipartisan effort, a
great deal of unwise and unsound legis-
lation would have been foisted on the
American dairy farmer,

ATTACKS ON THE HOUSE UN-AMER-
ICAN ACTIVITIES COMMITTEE

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CurTis]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp, and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I believe all of us are aware of the
attacks that have been launched against
the Un-American Activities Committee
since its origin. These attacks vary in
their nature and their intensity, but over
the years they have never ceased.

I think it is important to deal seriously
with these attacks for two reasons. We
can always improve the techniques of
the Congress and its committees and
from time to time serious and construc-
tive criticism lies in the attacks. By
analyzing criticism to glean out the con-
structive features of it, though it be
couched in the most virulent and unfair
manner, to move to corrective action we
defeat the basic purpose of those who
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may be attacking not to improve but to
destroy.

I have often observed that the Com-
munists unwittingly have performed a
service in our society through their tech-
nique of trying to exploit the social ills
in our society. By calling attention to
the social ill, albeit their purpose is to
exploit it, they at the same time call our
loyal peoples’ attention to it. We then
go ahead to correct it. I have thought
this must be very frustrating to the
Communists. I trust that our society will
always preserve the mechanisms where-
by we can correct social ills when atten-
tion is directed to them, by whomever
directs our attention.

On November 20, 1961, I received a
letter from the Missouri Council of
Churches signed by Stanley I. Stuber,
executive director, enclosing a copy of a
resolution entitled *“House Committee on
Un-American Activities.” I felt that
this resolution was a vicious and unfair
attack on both the House Un-American
Activities Committee and the Congress
itself. Accordingly, I wrote to Reverend
Stuber telling him so and my reasons for
reaching this conclusion. Reverend
Stuber replied and out of this grew some
correspondence. I am placing all of this
correspondence in the Recorp along with
the enclosure contained in Reverend
Stuber’s letters because I believe this
exchange reflects a number of important
issues which face our society today. The
primary issue is that of encouraging
public debate with an emphasis on the
employment of proper and fair debating
techniques., The material follows:

Mi1ssoURI COUNCIL OF CHURCHES,
Jefferson City, Mo., November 20, 1961.
Congressman THoMas B, CurTis,
Webster Groves, Mo.

DeAr CONGRESSMAN CURTIS: I hope you will
take the enclosed resolution serlously.

It is certainly un-American to use the
“unproved and unevaluated”" material (lists)
of the House Committee on Un-American
Actlvities to call certain Protestant religious
leaders Communist fronters.

This matter s getting Increasingly serious
in the Midwest.

FPlease do not lend your high office to this
kind of character assassination.

Sincerely yours,
STANLEY 1. STUBER,
Ezxecutive Director.
RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE
AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION AT CHICAGO,
Irr.

Resolved, That the General Council of the
American Baptist Convention deeply regrets
and protests the release by Congressmen, for
general distribution, of unproved and un-
evaluated material secured from the House
Committee on Un-American Activities. This
material gives the false impression that cer-
tain of our outstanding American religious
leaders are associated with communism.

‘We further call the attention of Congress
to the statement of J. Edgar Hoover in Sen-
ate Document No. 59, September 23, 1961, for
the subcommittee to Investigate the admin-
istration of the Internal Securlty Act and
other internal security laws of the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary, U.S. Senate:

“The danger of indiscriminately alleging
that someone is a Communist merely be-
cause his views on a particular issue happen
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to parallel the official party position is obvi- -

ous. The confusion which is thereby created
helps the Communists by diffusing the forces
of their opponents.”

‘We reaffirm our opposition to communism
and protest guilt by assoclation and the un-
American practice of holding a man guilty
until proved innocent. We hereby instruct
the Division of Christian Soclal Concern to
implement this protest In any and all ways
open to it.

CLAYTON, Mo., November 28, 1961,
Mr. STANLEY 1. STUBER,
Ezecutive Director, Missouri Council of
Churches, Jefferson City, Mo.

Dear Mr. Stueer: Thank you for your let-
ter of November 20, enclosing a resolution
of the general council of the American Bap-
tist denomination in respect to the House
Committee on Un-American Activities.

I appreciate having called to my attention
any instance of any person or any group
using the unproved and unevaluated ma-
terial of the House Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities to call any Protestant religious
leader, or any other person, leader or other-
wise, Communist fronters. Certainly, thils is
improper and to be condemned. When any
matter of this nature is ealled to my atten-
tion I take prompt action, I can assure you.
Regrettably, you have given me no detalls.

It is equally improper and to be condemned
for any person or group to issue general
statements, using no material at all, that
this 1s being done.

Your resolution constitutes an attack
against the integrity of the Congress of
the United States, using the very techniques
your resolution deplores. I have no brief
for any improper actions of my colleagues in
the Congress. I will take the floor of the
House condemning the impropriety, as I
have done on several occasions, after notify-
ing the other party or partles that I was
going to do so, if I feel the case is serious
enough and it is warranted. Therefore, I
cannot stand idly by when general and un-
proven charges are made against my col-
league, as your resolution does, leaving me
no opportunity either of disproving the
charges or correcting the actions if the
charges prove to be true.

The resolution makes this statement:

“We reaffirm our opposition to communism
and protest gullt by association and the
un-American practice of holding a man
guilty until proved innocent.”

I am in complete accord with these senti-
ments, and so are the overwhelming major-
ity of the representatives the people have
elected in free elections to the U.S. Con-
gress to represent them in public matters
involving the Federal Government.

The question now comes, Why does your
group indulge in the very action it con-
demns? You have inslnuated by innuendo
and through guilt by association that the
Congress as a whole has been guilty of using
guilt by association and of holding a man
guilty until proven innocent.

This is false. The Congress and Congress-
men are Innocent until proven guilty. Now,
please supply your bill of particulars or re-
tract your resolutiom. If the matter is
getting Increasingly serlous in the Midwest,
it should not be difficult for you to supply
a bill of particulars.

Sincerely,
THOMAS B. CURTIS.
MissoUurt COUNCIL OF CHURCHES,
Jefferson City, Mo., November 30, 1961.
Congressman THoMAS B. CURTIS,
Clayton, Mo.

DeAr CoNGRESSMAN CurTis: Thank you for

your letter of November 28,

CVIII——238

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

‘It will interest you to know that the
resolution of the American Baptist Con-
vention was created out of a specific situa-
tlon. The enclosed article from the official
paper Crusader (of the American Baptist
Convention) will give the particulars, as
will also the marked editorial from the Mis-
sourl American Baptist. Since Dr. Dahlberg
is of St. Louis this will be of particular
concern to you,

During the past month letters have ap-

peared in the Jefferson City Tribune attack-
ing Dr. Dahlberg and the National Counecil
of Churches of Christ in the U.S.A.

In Kansas City, for over a year, the Eansas
City News-Press and the “Nite Beat” pro-
gram of WHB, waged a campalgn against
the NCC and Protestant pastors connected
with it.

You must know that the so-called lists
which these papers, radlo stations, and in-
dividuals use come from the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities.

How the resolution “constitutes an attack
agalnst the integrity of the Congress of the
United States” is impossible to see. It was
not intended as such, and, of course, 15 no
such thing.

I am pleased that you agree with the sub-
stance of the resolution.

Sincerely yours,
StanLEY I. STUBER,
Ezecutive Director.
[From the Missouri American Baptist,
November 1961]

A LETTER FROM THE EDITOR

Last month's letter attempted to deal with
the matter of irresponsible statements re-
garding matters about which adequate in-
formation Is lacking. The editor deeply re-
grets that it appears necessary to continue
the discussion.

The November issue of Crusader carries,
on page T, a further illustration of this rep-
rehensible practice. A Member of the Con-
gress of the United States provided an or-
ganization known as the Circult Riders, Inc.,
with a mass of unevaluated material which
had been accumulated by the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities purport-
ing to brand Dr. Edwin T, Dahlberg, beloved
pastor of the Delmar Baptist Church in St.
Louls, as a Communist fellow traverler. This
material was circulated among the members
of the Linden Avenue Baptist Church, Co-
lumbus, Ohio, many of whom accepted it as
truth and, as a result, the church withdrew
its invitation to host the Ohio Baptist Con-
vention’s annual sesslons. Dr. Dahlberg had
been scheduled as one of the princlpal
speakers.
~ On Sunday, November 5, and again on the
following Sunday, the Jefferson City (Mo.)
News and Tribune published a letter from a
Herman Otten, New Haven, Mo., making the
same false charges, supported with the same
source of information, i.e., the Circuit
Riders. The good faith and genuine con-
cern of Mr. Otten is no more questioned than
is the good faith of the members of the
Linden Avenue Baptist Church in Columbus,
Ohio. What a pity it is that these good
people have not heen more careful to verify
their information.

Although Dr. Dahlberg needs to make no
explanations to American Baptists in Mis-
sourl, for records, the editor quotes below
Dr. Dahlberg's answer to these charges as
printed in the November issue of Crusader.

“I can conscientlously say that I have no
communistic sympathies, have never had any
connection with the Communist Party, and
have never signed a petition which I knew
to be sponsored by a Communist-front group.
Like many other clergymen I have received
dozens of them and have rejected them, I
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would not knowingly lend my support to
any group which was an agency of the Com-
munist Party, since I am fully aware of the
fact that communism has as its ultimate
alm the crushing of all our liberties,”

[From Crusader, November 1961]

CONTROVERSY IN OHIO—ACTING IN THE SPIRIT
or BAPTIST FREEDOM, OHIO BAPTISTS RESIST
PrESsURES AND Give Famr HEARING TO
PASTOR DAHLBERG

(By Grace Goodman)

The only tinge of red visible in Columbus,
Ohlo, the second week in October was in the
autumn leaves. And about the only person
getting hot under the collar was the shirt-
sleeved policeman directing traffic in front
of First Baptist Church, where the 136th
annual meeting of the Ohlo Baptist Conven-
tion drew its largest crowd in history.

Some 1,000 persons turned out to hear
speaker Edwin T. Dahlberg, an American
Baptist pastor for 43 years who was twice
president of the American Baptist Conven-
tion and who is the immediate past president
of the National Council of Churches.

The situation hadn't always looked so
serene. Less than a month before, the Lin-
den Avenue Church (which had planned
since last November to host the sessions)
withdrew its Invitation to the convention.
First Church then volunteered to fill the
gap.

Linden Avenue's objections centered
around Dr. Dahlberg, officlally invited to be
the maln speaker by the program commit-
tee, on which the host church had two
representatives. But by May, the committee
was told that Linden Avenue members were
receiving literature indicating that Dr. Dahl-
berg was at worst a “fellow traveler,” and at
best, “soft on communism.” They requested
that the speaking invitation be withdrawn.

When PFirst Church Pastor Livingston
Lomas and his board agreed to take over the
host job, they discovered some opposition
within their fellowship too. But after a full
discussion at a special meeting October 4,
théy voted (86-53) to reaffirm their invita-
tion.

Dr. Chapman, In a letter to Ohlo pastors
about the change, pointed out that the
charges against Dr. Dahlberg have never
been upheld by any Government agency;
that he has often visited top-secret military
bases on Invitation of the U.S. Defense De-
partment; that his loyalty has never been
questioned by the congregations he has
served as pastor; and that "it is unfortunate
that * * * one has only to be charged
with some misdoing to be judged guilty.”

‘Why not avold the fuss by quletly with-
drawing the Invitation to Dr. Dahlberg? Dr.
Chapman defined the issue at the open forum
which was Dr. Dahlberg's first appearance at
the convention. Besldes the fact that to ask
him not to come would seem to condone the
charges, Chapman said: “Baptists are a non-
creedal church and hold that each individual
must be free to think, to belleve, and to
speak as he feels led by God’s Holy Spirit. It
is unthinkable that any bellever be refused
the right to speak in God’s house because his
opinions may not in all points be the same
as those of other equally sincere believers.”

Questions to Dr. Dahlberg at the forum
centered around a list of 25 charges against
him which had been circulated by the Cir-
cult Riders, Inc. In substance, he replied:

Nine of the twenty-five citations concerned
his signing petitions against provisions of
the MecCarran-Walter Immigration Act.
This bill was vetoed by President Truman;
10 of its clauses were pointed out for modifi-
cation by President Elsenhower. “Though
it has been helpful in keeping out various
Communists and subversives, it has worked
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great harm by favoring north European
immigration at the expense of south Euro-
peans.”

Some charges had to do with Dr. Dahlberg's
being a paclifist (a conviction he has held
since 1915) and a member of the Fellowship
of Reconciliation, which he termed “purely
a peace group, working for world peace and
disarmament. Not by the remotest stretch
of the imagination has it ever had any con-
nection with communism. In fact, such an
organization could not be tolerated in Rus-
sia, because it's against their doctrine of
violence.”

He was charged with helping sponsor a
dinner for Methodist Bishop G. Bromley
Oxnam, who has been widely criticized for
such actions as attending a dinner of the
Society for Soviet-American Friendship in
1943, Not mentioned by critics is the fact
that others at that dinner (given when Rus-
sia was a wartime ally) were John Foster
Dulles, Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, and other top
leaders of military, political, and religious
circles.

He was among signers of a protest against
the Atlantic Pact, because he is a pacifist.
“I'm doubtful about the way to peace being
through armaments.”

He endorsed study of a report by seven
clergymen who visited Yugoslavia, because
“I'm interested in keeping open all possible
avenues of communication, We shouldn’t
be afraid to hear facts whether they're from
a land we approve or not.”

“Charges of a more serious nature” in-
cluded the fact that Dr. Dahlberg signed two
petitions and letters in 194243 to free Earl
Browder and block deportation of Harry
Bridges. “I wish now that I had not signed
them. But remember, this was in the mid-
dle of the last World War when we were not
s0 aware of subversive activity on the part
of our wartime allies. I would not sign these
petitions today.”

A final charge was that he interceded on
behalf of Morton Sobell, a convicted Com-
munist now in Aleatraz. “This action was
purely on the pastoral level, with no political
or ideological intentions. Mrs. Sobell, whom
I had never known any more than I had
known her husband, came to my office in
tears for her children asking my support for
a review of his case. In a spirit of Christian
compassion I agreed. I would do the same
for an alcoholic, a murderer or any other
offender. They are in different brackets, but
a review is always in order., New facts may
come to light.”

In a concluding statement, Dr. Dahlberg
sald he had wondered how he, a peaceable
man, could become so controversial. “I'm
convinced it's because God is shaping up a
struggle between two views of religion. One
of these limits the message of Jesus Christ
to a small restricted area, such as the life of
the Sunday school, the family, the prayer
meeting, and a Christian’s personal life. The
other concept, a far bigger one, recognizes
that Jesus Christ is Lord of all life and that
everything in human experience is therefore
of concern to the Saviour, whether it be per-
sonal, political, economie, or international.”

In an Interview, Dr. Dahlberg elaborated:
“Many charges are made by people who are
not so interested in me as a person as in dis-
crediting the National Counecil of Churches
and its member denominations, because they
fear penetration of these larger areas by the
gospel. Many fine people who are earnest
and sincere Christians have become dupes of
these rightwing groups in the same way as
others have been dupes of leftwing groups.

“Our battle as American patriots today
should be against the divisive elements of
both of the extreme left and the extreme
right. Both of these seemingly opposite
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groups are sowing the seeds of fear and dis-
trust, at the very time when as a nation
we need to be united in loyalty to God and
the highest concepts of our American free-
dom."

A standing ovation ended Dr. Dahlberg’s
first appearance. Many who had opposed
his coming apparently were not present to
hear his explanations, though one woman
passed out literature after the forum.

The cpnvention proceeded with Bible study
by the Reverend Clarence Jordan, of Kolno-
nia Farms, Ga.; more talks on evangelism
and social action by Dr, Dahlberg; reelection
of the Reverend Hugh Chittenden (Gran-
ville) as president, passage of resolutions
including one opposing communism; and a
final family banquet at the State fair-
grounds, addressed by Baptist World Alliance
executive, Dr, Josef Nordenhaug.

JANUARY 8, 1962.
Mr. STANLEY I. STUBER,
Ezxecutive Director,
Missouri Council of Churches,
Jefferson City, Mo.

Dear Mg, STtuser: Thank you for your let-
ter of November 1, 1961. I am happy to carry
our discussion further in hopes of getting
to the rest of our differences.

First, I perhaps should emphasize the part
I have played over a period of the last 11
years I have served in the U.8. House of
Representatives in trylng to improve the
House rules of procedure. I had a great
deal to do with the basic reform of rules
of procedure for House investigating com-
mittees back in 1956, mainly because I felt
there had been flagrant and unnecessary
abuses of the rights of our citizens.

I am still deeply concerned about correct
rules of procedures and fair public debate.
I am anxious that public debate be kept
fair, not only on the floor of the House and
in House committees, but in all public fo-
rums and media in the country.

SBince the new rules of the House were
adopted, I have seen little or no abuse of the
rules of the House by the House Un-Ameri-
can Activities Committee. I have asked the
crities of this committee, particularly those
who criticized the committee for its alleged
part in producing and disseminating the
film “Operation Abolition,” an alleged doc-
umentary film of the committee’s hearings
held in San Franclsco, for a bill of partic-
ulars.

I have had a great deal of correspondence,
but no bill of particulars, only unproven
general statements of the most derogatory
nature.

The resolution you sent to me comes at
a time when there is a very obvious propa-
ganda campaign being conducted to degrade
the HUAC, and so the Congress itself.

This campalign is widespread. Whenever
I seek to pin down the charges, those making
them flee in the wake of more unproven
charges, as I regret to state you have done.

I reiterate, I am anxious to take the
HUAC or any Congressman, including my-
self if I have offended, to task for any vio-
lation of our rules of procedure or a viola-
tion of what are the rules of fair debate.

You state that it is impossible for you
to see how your resolution constitutes an
attack against the integrity of the Congress.
I am glad to receive your statement that this
was not the intention.

However, I asked you to read it over calmly
and objectively to see if my charges are not
fair.

The second line reads “regrets and protests
the release by Congressmen, for general dis-
tribution.” It is Congressmen, the resolu-
tion states, who are guilty of, to quote the
last line of the resolution, “the un-American
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practice of holding a man guilty until proved
innocent.”

This is a serious charge against Congress-
men and, therefore, against the Congress. I
have asked you for a bill of particulars. You
have supplied me with none. In fact, the
letter from the editor of the Word for the
World, which you sent to me, substantiates
my point that your charges are unproven
generalities. This letter states: “A Member
of the Congress of the United States pro-
vided an organization known as the Circuit
Riders, Inc., with a mass of unevaluated ma-
terial which had been accumulated by the
HUAC.” Now what Member of Congress did
this? This is a violation of the rules of
the House. If the HUAC let this material
out of their files, there is a violation on the
part of some member of that committee or
some clerk. We have had violations in the
past and, regrettably, we probably will have
some in the future, but I can assure you
when there are violations there are a num-
ber of Congressmen who stand ready and
able to do something about it.

I submit, however, your organization has
no right, particularly in the name of fair-
play and Americanism, to air unspecified
charges against a single Congressman, let
alone Congressmen, which go to the root
of their Americanism. I guote your resolu-
tion again, “the un-American practice.”

The second paragraph of the resolution
begins, “We particularly call the attention
of Congress to the statement of J. Edgar
Hoover.” Now, what is the point of calling
J. Edgar Hoover's statement to the attention
of the Congress, other than to carry forward
the basic theme of the resolution that Con-
gressmen * * * and, now the Congress,
have been gullty of “the un-American prac-
tice of holding a man guilty until proved
innocent.”

No, I believe you are not being fair when
you state that the resolution was not in-
tended as an attack upon the integrity of
the Congress. Indeed, that is exactly what
the resolution was doing. What I wanted
is a documentation of the charges that Con-

en, a congressional committee, or an
individual Congressman have done certain
things which justified making such a hei-
nous charge.

I shall place this resolution in the Cow-
GRESSIONAL RECORD along with my comments
upon it, and your comments upon my com-
ments, for the public at large to evaluate.

There is a basic rule in the courts of
equity, a good rule, that he who would seek
equity must first do equity. I do not go
this far in considering complaints from the
public about the operation of the Congress.
However, I do go that far when it comes to
public debate. Anyone who resorts to the
technique of attacking the integrity of
those people or institutions with whom or
with which they find themselves in disagree-
ment, instead of attacking the arguments
and facts of their antagonists, has been
guilty of violating the basic rule of fair
debate, i.e., avoiding ad hominem argument.

When the churches of this country
through their councils or other official or-
ganizations, employ what many people have
dubbed McCarthylsm (the very coining of
this word is ad hominem argument), then
indeed the moral fiber of our country is in
serious danger.

I trust that the Missourl Council of
Churches will review its resolution to see
if the charges I have leveled against it are
not well founded. Certainly, I understand
how we all, at times, in a wave of emotion go
off base, but surely we can be big enough to
correct the damage done when we realize
we have gone off base. I say this as one
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who has sinned himself, in ignorance and
in passion, from time to time.
Sincerely,
THoMAS B. CURTIS.
Mi1ssoURI COUNCIL OF CHURCHES,
Jefferson City, Mo., January 10, 1962.
Congressman THomAs B, CURTIS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN CurTIS: Your letter of
January 8 is appreciated, although it con-
talns several false statements.

In the first place, the resolution under
question did not originate in, nor does it
have any connection with the Missouri
Council of Churches. It was adopted on
. November 5, 1961, by the General Council
of the American Baptist Convention (de-
nomination) of which I am a member.
Therefore, if anyone is to be condemned it
is not the Missouri Council of Churches, but
the American Baptist Convention., I hope
you will get this point clear.

In the second place, we were asked by the
General Council of the American Baptist
Convention to place this resolution before
certain key Congressmen., Is it a crime to
make the views of a denominational body
known?

I suppose you are now aware of the fact
that the House Committee on Un-American
Activities has just issued a statement ad-
mitting certain errors in its film “Operation
Abolition.”

As far as I know no one is condemning
the House of Representatives as a body.
What we are doing, in this instance, is to
say that listings compiled by the HUAC
should not be released by Congressmen at
the request of any citizen who happens to
write In, As you must know, these “listings”
are being used over the Nation as a form
of public blackmail.

Your concern in this matter is greatly
appreciated, but I feel that you are not will-
ing to face up to the real issue expressed In
the enclosed resolution.

Sincerely yours,
STANLEY I. STUBER.
MarcE 5, 1962,
Stanitey I. Stueer, Th. M,, DD,
Ezxecutive Director and Minister, Missouri
Council of Churches, Jefferson City, Mo.

Dear REVEREND STUBER: I have delayed an-
swering your January 10, 1962, letter be-
cause I wanted to be temperate in my reply.

It comes as a shock to find ministers of
the Gospel calling statements of disagree-
ment false statements. I hardly think my
attribution of the resolution of the Council
of the American Baptist Convention to the
Missouri Council of Churches was false, even
though it might be in error. Certainly you
promulgated this resolution with the let-
terhead of the Missourl Council for Churches
and signed the letter “Executive Director.”
Nowhere in the body of the forwarding let-
ter i1s the reader’s attention called to the
fact that this resolution you ask be con-
sidered seriously was made by a different
organization. As a matter of fact one can
properly conclude that the purpose of dis-
seminating this resolution on the stationery
of the Missourl Council of Churches with
the signature of the executive director was
an act of approval and endorsement of the
Missouri Council of Churches.

If you had desired to forward this resolu-
tion as a member of the General Council of
the American Baptist Convention you could
have done so and there would have been no
misunderstanding. This you did not choose
to do.

I shall try to clarify this point as you ask
me to, by writing to the members of the
Missouri Councll of Churches to find out if
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you had authority to use its letterhead and
to sign the letter of dissemination of exec-
utive director. If you had such authority,
then I am not in error in attributing the
resolution to the Missourl Council of
Churches although it was originally pro-
mulgated by another organization. If you
had no such authority, another point is In
order to be raised.

If you would care to clarify this point
yourself, I would be happy, because after
all you are the one in the best position to
clarify it.

To move on. Indeed it is no crime to make
the views of a denominational body Enown
to key Congressmen. Quite the contrary, it
is more of an offense in representative gov-
ernment when our citizens or groups of our
citizens fail to make their views known on
the issues of the day. I commend both the
General Council of American Baptist Con-
vention and the Missourl Councill of
Churches for this phase of their actions.

Let me ask in return: Don't you believe
it is proper and responsive for a Representa-
tive to reply to such expressed views point-
ing out areas of agreement or disagreement
if such exist? I belleve it is through this
kind of exchange that government by the
people really begins to operate.

Our exchange of views can be quite healthy
and move the debate forward if we will con-
fine our attention to the issues ralsed and
lay off smearing the motives of those with
whom we are in disagreement. Indeed, that
was the tenor of my first reply.

I have long been aware of the fact that the
HUAC has admitted errors occurred in the
film “Operation Abolition” which was com-
piled and edited by a private organization.
This is not news., However, the HUAC has
pointed out that these were not errors of
consequence and occurred as the result of
the job of editing and compiling which by
its very nature is difficult. The HUAC has
emphatically pointed out that the film is
a falr presentation of the issues brought to
a head in San Francisco at the time of the
HUAC hearings. Having gone into this mat-
ter in some depth I am inclined to agree with
the committee.

We are in agreement about one thing, and
it is an important point. “Listings compiled
by the HUAC should not be released by Con-
gressmen at the request of any citizen who
happens to write in.” I go even further and
s0 do the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives which govern the action of the HUAC
and other committees. Any information of
a derogatory nature cannot be made publie,
in any manner, without a vote of the com-
mittee involved after executive session.

You state, “As you must know, these
listings are being used over the Nation as
a form of blackmail.” This is reiterating
your general charge. I do not know this
to be a fact. I have pointed out in my
letters that we need a bill of particulars
which back up these generalities. You pro-
vide none. If any Congressman or the com-
mittee in an unauthorized manner has re-
leased material upon which such listings are
based, then we have a specific violation about
which we can do something. Or if there are
listings which falsely say they are based
upon such released material there is some-
thing we can do about these listings., I
suspect the listings you refer to are the
official listings of the committee or of the
Attorney General setting forth the various
Communist organizations operating in our
society. These listings, however, are official
and there are correct procedures established
for listing such organizations and these pro-
cedures provide methods whereby the organ-
izations accused or members thereof can set

forth their case as to why the organization
should not be so listed.
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We come back to the basic point. The
resolution makes some very gemeral and
very derogatory charges against the Congress
of the United States, intentlonally or other-
wise. I have asked for a bill of particulars
to substantiate these ch . You have
declined to present such a bill of particulars.
Under these circumstances fairness requires
that you do what you can through the two
organizations of which you are a member
to correct the damage you have contributed
to by disseminating derogatory and unsub-
stantiated charges agalnst the integrity of
many individuals and the public institutions
of our society.

I think we have now reached a point where
this material, your letters, and enclosures, my
replies should be a matter of public record.
This is an important public issue which you
have ralsed initially and publicly. I shall
be pleased to place in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp any additional comments you may
wish to make.

‘With best wishes,

Sincerely,
THoMAs B. CURTIS,

NAVAL HOMES FOR TREATMENT IN
THE FIELD OF GERIATRICS

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include a statement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I have today introduced legis-
lation that will establish two naval
homes for treatment in the field of
geriatrics, one to be located on the east
coast and one to be located on the west
coast.

To date, a very serious problem exists
due to the inadequacies of existing fa-
cilities to meet the needs of the active
and retired members of the Navy.

In my own congressional district, the
naval hospital is experiencing serious
difficulties in meeting the medical needs
of active and retired personnel.

We cannot afford to jeopardize the
whole naval career system by failure to
meet the needs of these career men when
they reach retirement. This is the
situation we are faced with today.

The following statement by Vice Adm.
William R. Smedberg III, prepared for
the retired naval personnel newsletter,
succinetly sets forth the critical nature
of this problem.

I urge immediate attention be given to
this legislation.

GREETINGS FroM THE CHIEF oF NAVAL

PERSONNEL

The 6 years that the retired activities sec-
tion has been in operation have seen an
increase in the number of personnel trans-
ferred to the Fleet Reserve or retired, so
that presently over 119,000 are in a retired
pay status. This growth has affected and
will continue to affect other areas of retire-
ment lving—retirement pay, benefits, and
privileges.

As a matter of information almost 39,000
of these retirees live in California and nearly
10,000 in Florida. Large groups live in New
York and around the Washington, Virginia,
and and area. Apparently, climate,
recreation facilities, and accessibility to
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uniformed services hospitals, commissaries,
and exchanges plus other advantages infiu-
ence the choice of retirement homes,

These large concentrations of Navy re-
tirees from the other services are causing
serious overloading of some of the very serv-
ice facilities which make many areas desir-
able for retirement homes. Hospitals and
commissaries in California, Florida, Wash-
ington, D.C., and many other areas are op-
erating well beyond their designated ca-
pacities. Since there is great difficulty in
obtaining funds from the military budget to
be earmarked specifically to increased hos-
pital capabilities for retired persons and
their dependents, this condition will worsen
rather than improve as the numbers of re-
tirees multiply.

As a consequence, your equity in retire-
ment benefits which you expected at the
completion of your military career is being
diluted. As Chief of Navy Personnel, I can
assure you all that the Navy as well as the
Department of Defense is well aware of the
seriousness of this problem and will con-
tinue to support and promote the interests
of our retired military personnel,

W. R. SMEDBERG ITI.

INCREASING THE SIZE OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. HOFFMAN of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DER-
winNsk1l may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and include extra-
neous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, re-
gardless of statements by proponents of
this measure, it is so politically moti-
vated that the public throughout the
country is aware of the purely political
and expedient nature of this bill. With
the House being naturally unwieldy by its
size an increase is impossible to justify.

It would be much more practical for
‘us to devote our energies to streamlining
House procedures to achieve more effec-
tive operation.

However, the political motivation of
this measure is really the point since,
if an increase in the size of the House is
at all justifiable, it should have been
planned early in 1961 rather than now,
to solve the political problems of reap-
portionment in Massachusetts and Penn-
sylvania. All the other States that were
faced with reapportionment problems as
a result of the 1960 census met their ob-
ligation through proper action by their
State general assemblies. The failure
of Massachusetts and Pennsylvania to
solve their reapportionment in an accept-
able fashion to a few individuals re-
sults in the sorry spectacle of the House
increasing its size merely to accommo-
date a handful of individual Congress-
men. This is bad legislation and bad
polities.

In Illinois we were faced with a dif-
ficult reapportionment task and after a
lengthy and certainly controversial de-
bate, the State legislature met its obli-
gation. As I have indicated, the very
same circumstances prevailed in nu-
merous other States.
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I am opposed to this bill but if I were
attempting to perfect it I would intro-
duce an amendment calling it a bill for
the personal benefit of certain Mas-
sachusetts and Pennsylvania Members
of the U.S. House of Representatives.
At least then, the title would fit the in-
tent of the hill.

A SALUTE TO THE 4-H CLUBS OF
AMERICA

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Har-
vEy] may extend his remarks at this
point in the record and include extra-
neous madtter.

‘The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to take this opportunity
to recognize the more than 2 million
young Americans who are presently
members of 4-H Clubs. They are dem-
onstrating every day their devotion to
good citizenship by participating in
various civic activities all across the
Nation.

I am particularly proud of Miss Linda
Markins, a resident of Delaware County,
in my district. She was one of the six
outstanding 4-H Club members in the
Nation to come to Washington this week.
She and the other five so chosen ad-
mirably represented their fellow 4-H'ers.
They certainly represented the highest
type of 4-H Club work and leadership.

It is a pleasure to salute all present
and past members of 4-H for their valu-
able contributions to progress in our
agricultural community at large.

RETRAINING OF INDIVIDUALS SUF-
FERING SPEECH OR HEARING
IMPAIRMENT

Mr., ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGARTY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, dis-
ordered speech or impaired hearing, the
most common disabilities of children in
this country, may seriously handicap in-
dividuals of all ages in their efforts to
profit from the educational opportunities
offered by our schools, or to become self-
sufficient and self-supporting members
of their communities. More than 8 mil-
lion Americans of all ages suffer from
speech or hearing impairments. The
consequences of a serious disability of
communication may retard or frustrate
completely a child’s efforts to advance in
school or may leave social or emotional
scars on both the individual and his
family,

Children and adults with speech and
hearing impairments require the services

March 8

of speech and hearing specialists who
have acquired a high degree of clinical
competence through study and experi-
ence. These noninstructional clinical
specialists provide their services in a
variety of environments including our
elementary and secondary schools, hos-
pitals and community centers. There is
a desperate shortage of qualified person-
nel in the speech and hearing field to
provide needed services. At the present
time, there are only some 2,000 certified
speech and hearing specialists and 5,000
noncertified specialists in this field. A
minimum of 20,000 speech and hearing
specialists are urgently needed to prop-
erly diagnose, train and rehabilitate these
8 million handicapped individuals.

In order to relieve this situation re-
sulting from the critical deficit of ade-
quately trained personnel, our univer-
sities should be graduating at least 1,500
properly trained speech and hearing
specialists each year. Only 400 such
specialists are currently being graduated
each year.

The need for speech and hearing per-
sonnel is not peculiar to any area.
Speech and hearing specialists are
needed in all States. For each State
to provide the faculties and facilities
needed to train these speech and hearing
specialists would be a wasteful dupli-
cation.

The bill I have introduced today pro-
vides for a grants-in-aid program to
assist our colleges and universities in the
training of a supply of speech and hear-
ing specialists needed to diagnose, train
and rehabilitate our 8 million speech and
hearing handicapped Americans.

TWENTY YEARS OF THE VOICE
OF AMERICA

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. BoGes] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REecorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentelman
from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, the Voice
of America last month celebrated its 20th
birthday. Henry Loomis, director of the
Voice of America, delivered a most in-
teresting, fact-filled speech before the
National Press Club, outlining the work
which the Voice of America is doing in
the cold war. All those who heard and
read this speech received a much clearer
picture of the complicated task which
this Ageney is undertaking. His speech
gives us a clear picture of the revolution
in communications which is knitting the
whole world together.

Appress BY HENRY Loomis, DIRECTOR, VOICE
OF AMERICA, BEFORE THE NATIONAL FPRESS
Crus, WasHINGTON, D.C., WEDNESDAY, FEB-
RUARY 21, 1962
The Voice of America will be 20 years old

next week,

For 20 years, the Voice, representing the
U.8. Government and the American people,
has talked directly to the people of the
world—often over the objections of their
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governments. The Voice of America is the
only mechanism available to the U.S. Gov-
ernment capable of such direct, universal,
personal, and immediate communication.

Even though the Voice is 20 years old, it
is little known and less understood by the
American public—especially the funda-
mental and controversial issues involved.

Let's examine some of these issues as they
affect the problems of what we should say
on our direct shortwave programs.

What results can be expected from broad-
casting—or any informational activity?
Some seem to believe that when things are
not going well all that is needed is more
money.-and better people working on propa-
ganda. This belief has the advantage of not
requiring the development of new policy or
the taking of direct action.

Others seem to believe that all propa-
ganda is ineffectual, a waste of money, and
should be dispensed with.

I believe the truth lies in between. Propa-
ganda cannot supersede the facts of life.
However, good propaganda can increase the
impact and effect of favorable events and
decrease the impact of unfavorable events.
The mechanical act of broadcasting, in it-
self, will not affect people’s actions. How-
ever, the facts described in the broadcasts
and the interpretation and analysis of those
facts can and do have an impact—if they
are believed. The first requirement of any
radio is to earn the audiences’ trust—to be
credible.

In my judgment, radlo is primarily a stra-
tegic or long range tool. If you have a faith-
ful and believing audience, you can provide
them with much information and much
food for thought on which they will rely,
when, in a crisis, they must decide their
course of action quickly and instinctively.

Another basic choice facing the Voice is
what do its initials VOA stand for; the voice
of the administration or the Voice of Amer-
fca. The problem arises in our coverage of
all controversial issues when significant and
responsible groups or individuals disagree
vociferously with the administration’s policy.
The issue also arises whenever there is sig-
nificant debate in the Congress or by the
public on sensitive issues on which the ad-
ministration has been silent.

The Voice has iong aspired to be the Voice
of America—a far more difficult job. This
role was formally assigned to the Voice in a
directive of several years ago. Our job is to
try to make U.S. policy understandable
everywhere—and palatable where possible.
But, at the same time, we must reflect a
balanced projection of significant and re-
sponsible American thought. We must try
to show that the United States derives
strength from its diversity and is not in a
state of anarchy. This requires us to judge
who and what is “responsible” and “signif-
icant,” and to determine what is a “fair”
balance.

We meet this issue hourly in the prepara-
tion of our newscasts. Some urge us to in-
clude only “positive” mnews, to ignore the
unpleasant or the failures. As one critic
put it, “Ivory soap commercials speak about
being 99 and 44,/100 percent pure—you don’t
hear any discussion of the 56/100 percent
impurities.” Other critics believe that com-
mon people, particularly those in the under-
developed areas, are uncritical, believing
everything they hear. These critics conclude
that the audiences believe all they hear from
the Communists and that our carrying un-
favorable facts merely tends to confirm
Moscow's accusations. Radio Moscow, Radio
Peiping, and many others follow this prin-
ciple.

The Voice does not. Not only do we be-
lieve such a policy to be ineffective since all
people—irrespective of education, race, or
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status—have a long nose for the detection—
in time—of the phony, but in our country
such a course is impossible. The more con-
troversial, the more negative the news, the
faster and more detailed the coverage by the
great international wire services, the foreign
and domestic newspapers and magazines—
and by our competitors, the other broad-
casters. No matter how negative the facts
really are, Moscow can make them appear
worse. To be believed by our audience we
must carry all the important facts—good
and bad, To be most effective, we try to
reach the audience before our competitors—
to assure that negative information, when
first heard, is backgrounded with all the posi-
tive aspects we can find.

While this problem is difficult when the
negative event occurs within the United
States, 1t is particularly difficult when it oc-
curs in a foreign, friendly country and the
local government tries to suppress it. A
student riot clearly directed against a
friendly government, which the local papers
and radio have not been allowed to mention,
is a frequent case in point.

Obviously the Volce selzes every oppor-
tunity to present the fallures and weak-
nesses of the Communists, but in a sober and
factual manner.

The Voice attempts above all else to be
sure that its news is accurate. When neces-
sary we sacrifice speed for accuracy. We do
not carry speculation. Normally we require
that a news item be available on at least
two responsible news sources before we use
it. We clearly separate our news from the
commentaries in which we argue the Ameri-
can position as persuasively as possible.

Another fundamental decision, interwoven
with the above, involves what type of audi-
ence the Voice should aim at. Should we
seek primarily to speak to people dominated
by communism, to the uncommitted, or to
our allies? Should we aspire to mass audi-
ences or aim primarily at leadership groups?

In analyzing this question we draw a
sharp line between our shortwave broad-
casts, direct to the audience, and the very
large program we have of placing material
on local radios around the world.

We broadcast 730 hours per week on short-
wave in 37 languages—an average of 4 pro-
grams at any one time and more radio vol-
ume than CBS, NBC, and ABC produce all
together.

In these direct, shortwave broadcasts we
aspire to an audience of all those who are
curious. If a man merely wishes enter-
tainment he will listen to local radios. We
seek the man or woman who wishes informa-
tion, information about America, informa-
tion about the world, information about his
own country in those cases where the local
radios and newspapers cannot be trusted.
We try to reach the person who seeks in-
formation about factual events, who wishes
to listen to diverse explanations of the im-
portance and effect of the events. We aim
at an audience that wants to know more
about the American political system, the
American economic system, American
science, American culture, American views
on communism, on neutralism—on all
aspects of the world and mankind; an audi-
ence more interested in information than
entertainment.

Obviously we can reach an audience only
among those who have access to radios
capable of hearing our broadcasts.

The advent of cheap transistorized radio
recelvers is revolutionizing the size, compo-
sition, and distribution of the potential
audience. Many of us believe that the tran-
sistor radio will, in its own way, have as pro-
found an effect on the widening of men's
horizons as the inventions of the printing

-press and the airplane.
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There are now 200 million radio receivers
outside of the United States and Canada.
Twenty years ago, when the Volce started,
the war had destroyed many radios but there
probably were no more than 10 to 20 million.
In just the last year, radio receivers in-
creased by 18 million sets.

The potential audience in Africa, Asia, and
parts of Latin America is increasing rapidly
while the old radio audience in Europe and
Japan is being cut into by TV. However
at times of crisis, many turn to radio because
of its speed and the opportunity it gives to
hear conflicting views from different coun-
tries. During normal times, many of the
more curious, rather than staying with the
entertainment programs on TV, still listen
to the informational programs available on
radio. We, therefore, are faced in our direct
broadcasts with a new unsophisticated audi-
ence at the same time that our old audiences
require more erudite material.

Another facet of the problem, interwoven
with our choice of audience, is the choice
of types of programs. How much news, how
much music, how much “freighted” ma-
terial arguing our case, how much enter-
tainment; do we give the audience what
they want or do we give them what we
want them to hear.

In trying to balance all the conflicting
demands, we always remember that short-
wave radio Is competitive, If the audience
gets bored or cannot understand, a twist of
the dial will bring in a new station. The
audience can and will leave you at any
moment.

International broadcasting is fiercely com-
petitive and becoming more so every day.
At last count there were 14,000 program
hours per week of international broadcasts
by all nations.

Moscow is the dominant broadcaster with
over 1,000 hours per week. Peiping is in
second place with 734 hours per week, but
during the last year the Voice has pulled
up until we are nearly tied with them.

In choosing our short-wave programs we
must not only think of the other major
broadcasters but must also take into account
reglonal broadcasters, many of whom are
dominant in their areas, such as Cairo in
the Arab world and Africa.

The Voice does not try to be entertaining
on its shortwave broadeasts; the local or
regional broadcasters can always excel in
entertainment. The Voice tries to provide
unique information or unique services not
available elsewhere. We stress information
about the United States and the U.N., we
broadcast jazz to those areas—such as Rus-
sia—where the state frowns on it; we at-
tempt to provide accurate and balanced
news to areas flooded with the distortions
of others. We provided continuous coverage
of the Glenn orbital shot in English and also
featured it in all our 36 other language
programs.

In addition to direct shortwave broad-
casts of the Voice, we prepare a massive
amount of material for tailoring and place-
ment on local radios by the oversea USIS
posts. We place 10 times more material than
we broadcast direct—about one-half of it in
Latin America. Much is unattributed to
VOA. Since this material appears on local
radios, we can reach a much broader audi-
ence. We provide American music and radio
dramas to attract listeners. Our programs
are accurate, the style tailored to the indi-
vidual country and the subject matter is se-
lected to present U.S. policy, and America in
general, in as favorable a light as possible.

However, placement of radio programs re-
quires the approval of both the local radio
station and the local government. We place
the least material in those countries where
we need to place the most—where the local



government either censors heavlly or is an-
tagonistic to the United States.

Local placement is an invaluable adjunct
to direct shortwave broadcasts, but only
the direct broadcasts can relay events to an
audience when the local government disap-
proves, and only direct broadcasts can bring
immediate reportage of an event such as
the Glenn space shot.

No matter how well our shortwave pro-
grams are done, they are useless if they can-
not be heard by the audience. Here too the
Voice faces fierce problems.

It must always be borne in mind that the
Voice is broadcasting and not communicat-
ing in the technical sense. In communica-
tions, such as the normal commercial or
military circuits, there is a professional at
each end of the circult; each end is equipped
with special equipment permitting the use
of many fancy techniques. Often communi-
cations can be scheduled for the time of day
when the electrical characteristics are best.
In communications all that is required is a
signal strong enough and clear enouzh to be
understood.

All is different in broadcasting. We must
broadeast not to one professional but to
many laymen. Broadcasters must work into
the listener's receiver—a receiver he cannot
modify—a receiver often out of repair—a re-
ceiver operated by an amateur—who may or
may not be interested. The broadecaster must
broadcast at the time of day most conven-
ient to the audlence—frequently the early
evening which is one of the worst times of
day electrically. But most important of all,
a broadcaster must not only be heard, he
must be as loud and clear as his competitors.
Relative, rather than absolute, quality is
what counts. The Voice can now be heard
everywhere in the world—on a good receiv-
er—but wusually our competitors come in
with a louder and clearer signal.

‘The United States is faced with a most
difficult technical problem, We are thou-
sands of miles from our nearest audience; in
all areas except Latin America, we are far-
ther away than our competitors. It is there-
fore impossible to provide a competitive sig-
nal directly from the United States. We
must rely on oversea relay stations, the rights
for which must be negotiated with sovereign
countries. This is difficult since such agree-
ments often are used by neutralist or hostile
groups within the country to embarrass the
host government. The Congress has pro-
vided funds whenever we have been able to
obtain an agreement; our bottleneck has
been the difficulty of obtaining and retaining
agreements.

The agency is now operating 87 transmit-
ters, located in 8 domestic and 9 foreign
locations. While we have three massive mil-
lion-watt medium-wave transmitters In
Europe and the FPar East, we have no short-
wave transmitters which are powerful by
modern standards. Many are 25 years old;
the newest is 10 years old.

However, In the last 4 years, we have re-
ceived $50 million from the Congress (all we
have requested) with which we are con-
structing (1) the largest transmitter complex
in the free world, and probably in the entire
world, in North Carolina; (2) a major new
station In Liberia which will be the most
powerful on the African Continent; (3) more
powerful transmitters In Great Britain
which will boost our power there fivefold:
(4) a land-based facility at Rhodes, Greece,
to replace the ship Courier, which will in-
crease the strength of the Volce's signal
fourfold in Cairo; and (5) a unique complex
of four mobile 50-kilowatt transmitters to
be truck mounted and air transportable.
This totals over 8.5 million watts under con-
struction—approximately doubling our pres-
ent shortwave power, We have outlined a
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program for three more massive shortwave
facilities overseas, required to give the Voice
competitive coverage everywhere. When we
obtain the agreements, we will ask the Con-
gress for funds.

Another major problem faced by all broad-
casters is the difficulty of finding—and keep-
ing—clear frequencies. This problem is very
rapidly getting worse as the number of
broadcasters increases and the number of
electrically usable frequencies decreases as a
result of the present phase of the sunspot
cycle,

Today the world's broadcasters are utiliz-
ing over 14,000 transmitter-hours per day, an
average of over 500 frequencies being used
simultaneously. While the U.N. through
the ITU, tries to assure orderly use of the
radio spectrum, some interference is inevi-
table. Interference is increasing as the hours
of broadeasting increase. Each of the large
broadcasters 1s increasing both power and
broadcasting hours in order to remain com-
petitive, and most newly Independent
countrles rush into international broadcast-
ing so that their views may be heard.
Twenty yvears ago when the Volce started,
there were only one-fifth as many broad-
casters on the air.

Nature is compounding the difficulty. The
degree of sunspot activity determines the
degree of ionizatlon in the atmosphere which
in turn determines how many frequencles
can be used effectively for broadecasting. The
more sunspots, the more frequencies, Dur-
ing the 1950's the sunspots were increasing,
expanding the spectrum at about the rate
new broadcasters were starting to broadcast.
The peak of the sunspot cycle—Iin 1058—was
the highest ever recorded. But now it is
rapidly decreasing and is predicted to reach
a very low level by the mid-sixtles. It is
not expected to rise as high as the last
peak for the rest of this century.

The only recourse open to the Volce is to
have more power than competitors on the
same frequency, to be able to predict the
best frequency ahead of our competitors, and
to be more flexible in the use of frequencies.
This 1s jungle warfare—victory goes to the
strong, the smart, and the quick.

In addition to the increasing competition
and the shrinking frequency spectrum, the
Volce must also meet—and overcome—de-
liberate jamming of our programs by Com-
munist governments. A jammer is just
a normal transmitter, transmitting noises
on your {frequency. Jamming—Ilike the
Berlin wall—is an admission of bankruptey.
The Communists now employ something like
2,500 jJammers against the Voice and other
free world broadcasts. We estimate that it
would cost us over $150 million per year to
operate a similar network. This is three or
four times the amount spent by all free world
radlos broadcasting to the Communist bloe.
The size and skill of the Communist jam-
ming network has been steadily increasing.
Cuba has been jamming for about § months.

However, in spite of all the Communists
can do, most of our programs get through
behind the Iron Curtain—especially out-
side the major cities. We record over a
million observations a year from peripheral
monitoring posts in order to gage our
penetration and follow Communist jamming
tactics. We estimate that one-fourth of
our programs can be heard in most major
cities where the jammers are concentrated,
and that three-fourths of our programs can
can be heard outside the major cities.

Since Khrushchev's visit to this country
over 2 years ago, a new twist has been
added—intermittent, content jamming. The
Russians no longer attempt to jam certain
news items and not others. The percentage
of attempted jamming varies from day to
day and from subject to subject, providing us
with an unorthodox measure of the tem-
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perature of the cold war and an index of
the subjects to which they are most sensi-
tive. This week the percentage of attempted
jamming has been running about 50 percent.

While the jamming system is good, it is
not infallible. This was proven last fall
when the Volce mounted a special operation
to inform the Russian people about the
nuclear tests conducted by their Govern-
ment and world reaction thereto. We con-
centrated all of the 52 transmitters capable
of reaching the Soviet Union on this pro-
gram, canceling or postponing programs in
many other languages to do so. Even
though we had announced this special pro-
gram for a week in order to alert our audi-
ence, the jammers failed in their task—in
fact, their control system came apart at
the seams. Our program could be clearly
heard everywhere in the Soviet Union—
even in Moscow. Two days later Ehrushchev
announced the tests to his own people.

How well is the Veice meeting the chal-
lenge? 1Is all this effort, hardware, and
money worth it? How many people do we
influence?

One way to answer these guestions would
be to examine our audience and its reac-
tion to our programs. Unfortunately, pre-
cise research or even access is impossible
in many areas. However, certain broad con-
clusions can be drawn from the myriad of
detailed bits of information which the
Agency's research office collects and analyzes.

Both the Voice and BBC have significantly
larger audiences than either Mosecow or
Peiping—even though both Communist
countries broadcast longer hours on more
powerful transmitters,

The Voice's direct audience on an average
day ls numbered in the tens of millions, of
whom the majority are living under com-
munism. .

We know our audience is not an exclusive
one, that most who listen to us also listen
to others—frequently many others.

We know that most who listen to us dis-
cuss with others the facts and opinions
heard on the Voice so that our programs af-
fect a far larger group than our direct aud-
ience.

At times of international erisis our audi-
ence increases markedly, especially in the
geographic area affected by the crisis where
many people wish to know what is happen=-
ing, and specifically what U.8. policy may
be. Likewilse, during great human stories,
like the Glenn space voyage, our audlence
pyramids.

‘The audience to our music programs—es-
peclally jazz programs—is significantly larger
than the audience to our substantive pro-
grams. Our program “Music U.S8.A."—a dally
hour and a half of musle interspersed with
news in special, slow English—has probably ~
the largest audience of any single radio pro-
gram in the world. We estimate that in
Russia alone, the audience is in the order
of magnitude of 10 miilion on an average
day.

Our news programs have more audience
than our feature materials. We know our
average audience is young, and better edu-
cated than the average in most countries.

In assessing effectiveness, however, indi-
viduals more than numbers are important.
We know of heads of state who listen to us
dally; we know of foreign ministers, defense
ministers, and many other officials who listen
to us. We know we have a wide audience
among foreign embassy personnel living in
third countries.

We know our programs are monitored by
many governments, then summarized and
distributed among the ruling elite. That is
one audience which we can count on.

We know our programs—especially the
news—are monitored by many foreign radios
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and newspapers and used as a source for
their output,

We are certain that we successfully chal-
lenge the Communist monopoly of infor-
mation to their own people. We have fre-
quently seen cases where the regime has
been forced to admit or discuss a subject
they would have preferred to leave alone.

Many foreign stations relay portions of
our direct shortwave programs, thus in-
creasing our potential audience as well as
endorsing our product. Many universities,
newspapers, and educators use our scripts
and tapes. Publishers have brought out
many printed versions of our seripts in book
form.

One measure of our effectiveness is the
quick response we get whenever we make a
mistake.

And of course we have letters—several
hundred thousand a year. Letters which
discuss specific programs; letters which, give
views on our programs in general; letters
which ask help; letters which criticize the
Volce and the United States. An increasing
number of letters speak of our objective
news, of the scope of our coverage, or trust
in our objectivity.

Many of the letters give a warm intimate
picture of the audience, like a recent one
from Sante Diourbel in the interior of Sene-
gal: “56 days out of T days of the week,
after evening prayer, some 20 of my friends
listen with me to your broadcasts because
they do not want to miss the program and
the mosque where we pray together is only 20
meters from my radio.”

Let me close with a personal experience.

I was in interlor Tanganyika a few years
ago. We came to a river with only a hand-
drawn barge as a ferry. It took some time
to get all the trucks across, so I joined a
group of men asleep in the shade of a mango
tree. One rolled over and said something
in Swahili. I said I was sorry but I only
spoke English, He said that was quite all
right, he spoke English. He did—halting,
broken English but understandable. He had
had 6 years of schooling, He asked me about
a news event I had heard that morning on
the Voice. I asked him where he had
learned the fact—he said he listened to the
Voice every day. I asked if he ever listened
to other radlos. Oh yes—he listened to BBC,
Moscow, Cairo, and Peiping every day. Nat-
urally he listened to his local statlon, Dar-
es-Salaam, but he also listened to Nairobi
and Salisbury. He frequently listened to
Brazzaville for music. He regretted that he
had heard Ghana only infrequently.

We discussed world affairs for several hours
until all our trucks were across the river
and then we gave him a lift to his house a
couple of miles down the road.

His House was the typical wattle-and-mud
hut—with an antenna wire coming out of
the door and up a tree.

He wore no shoes but he was the secretary
of the local chapter of TANU, the leading
political party in Tanganyika.

Radio was his window on the world—a
window for information, for ideas, for en-
tertainment. He listened to all the radios
he could hear. He knew to whom he was
listening, He compared. He drew his own
conclusions.

He was typical of the tough, intellectually
curious audience we face in international
broadcasting, He was the challenge the
Voice faces. The Voice is meeting the chal-
lenge.

FOOD MACHINERY CORP.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
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this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection,

Mr. VANIK, Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply chagrined to learn today that the
Department of the Army announced the
award of two supply contracts valued at
$64,369,241.34 for the procurement of a
quantity of armored personnel carriers,
M-113, to the Food Machinery Corp., of
San Jose, Calif. This is the same FMC
which 2 years ago received contracts for
the production of the M-113 personnel
carrier under regulations which I termed
as “rigged bidding” procedures. It
seems as though this corporation has
developed techniques which work in all
situations.

Something new has been added this
time. The corporation very cleverly
arranged for production in Charleston,
W. Va., a persistent labor surplus area,
as well as in its San Jose, Calif., plant.

On May 24, 1961, the FMC acquired the
old Navy depot in Charleston, W. Va.,
for the sum of $4,320,000. This plant
was acquired as surplus property through
the General Services Administration.
At the time the FMC acquired this plant,
they announced that it would be used
for the manufacture of chemicals and
would provide employment in the West
Virginia labor surplus area. Apparently
this was never their intention. They
bought this Government-owned plant be-
cause they had inside information of the
Government’s intention to produce the
M-113 personnel carrier at a location
geographically separate from the prin-
cipal FMC plant in San Jose, Calif.

At this time I am not convinced that
the Army Ordnance Corps has met the
requirements of the procurement regu-
lations or the requirements of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in this procure-
ment. If a second source is required
for military procurement, it seems to
me that the second source should be
separate and distinet from the primary
source. The same corporation should
be barred from bidding as a second-
source supplier so that the Government
may profit from competitive methods of
production which would lower the unit
cost of the end product.

In the spring of 1960 the Hébert In-
vestigating Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee investigated these
charges of ‘rigged bidding” in the M-113
contract and found that they were sub-
stantiated. Thereafter, the Comptroller
General of the United States on July 6,
1961, severely criticized the award of the
contract to the FMC Corp. On a later
occasion, I expect to take the floor and
further discuss the many irregularities
in procurement which were identified by
the Comptroller General.

It is difficult for me to believe that
this procurement is in accord with
either the procurement regulations or
the recommendations of the General
Accounting Office.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. PeLLy, for 25 minutes, today, and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Bass of Tennessee, for 60 minutes,
today.

Mr. HarperN (at the request of Mr.
Horrman of Illinois), for 40 minutes,
today.

Mr. ScHwWENGEL (at the request of Mr.
Horrman of Illinois), for 60 minutes, on
March 12, 1962.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. Macnuson and to include an edi-
torial.

Mr. DoyrLE and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. LaneE and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. FiNo.

Mr. MCINTIRE.

Mr. COHELAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HorFMaN of Illinois) were
granted permission to revise and extend
their remarks in the REecorp and fo
include extraneous matter:)

Mr, AUCHINCLOSS.

Mr. LAIRD.

Mr, DOOLEY.

Mr. ByrnESs of Wisconsin.

Mr. MINSHALL.

Mr, SAYLOR.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. ALBErRT) was granted per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
in the Recorp and to include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. BAILEY.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8.2774. An act to amend section 8 of the
Organic Act of Guam and section 15 of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands,
to provide for appointment of acting secre-
taries for such territories under certain con-
ditions.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R.2090. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to determine the
claim against the United States of Amis Con-
struction Co. and San Ore Construction Co.;

HR.T7666. An act to amend section 17(a)
of the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin
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Islands pertaining to the salary of the gov-
ernment comptroller;

H.R.T855. An act granting the consent of
Congress to an amendment to a compact
ratified by the States of Louisiana and Texas
and relating to the waters of the Sabine
River; and

H.R. 10050. An act to provide for a further
temporary increase in the public debt limit
set forth in the Second Liberty Bond Act.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 12 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, March 12, 1962,
at 12 o'clock noon.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES OF
FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND AP-
PROPRIATED FUNDS INCURRED
IN TRAVEL OUTSIDE THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, section
502(b) of the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended by section 401(a) of
Public Law 86-472, approved May 14,
1960, and section 105 of Public Law 86—
628, approved July 12, 1960, require the
reporting of expenses incurred in con-
nection with travel outside the United
States, including both foreign currencies
expended and dollar expenditures made
from appropriated funds by Members,
employees, and committees of the Con-
gress.

Mareh 8

‘The law requires the chairman of each
committee to prepare a consolidated re-
port of foreign currency and dollar ex-
penditures from appropriated funds
within the first 60 days that Congress is
in session in each calendar year covering
expenditures from the previous calendar
year. The consolidated report is to be
forwarded to the Committee on House
Administration which, in turn, shall
print such report in the CoONGRESSIONAL
Recorp within 10 legislative days after
receipt.

Accordingly, there are submitted here-
with, within the prescribed time limit,
the consolidated reports of the following
House committees: Appropriations,
Armed Services, Rules, and Veterans’
Affairs:

Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and approprialed funds by the Committee on Ap;oraz:rm(mns, U.S. House of Representalives,

expended belween Jan. 1 and Dec. 31, 1961

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
et i try il U.8. dollar T.S. doliar U.8. doll 10.8. dollar U.8. dol
e eoun currency .8, dol .8, dol .8, dollar .8, do .8, dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent
currency | or U.8. |currency | or U.S, |eurrency| or U.8. | currency | or U.3. |currency| or U.B.
currency currency currency currency currency
Bubcommittees:
DT [ SR—— U.S. dollar 1,661.00 |....._ 75174 | a5l 10,762, 44
fi & " AR AL L ABRBS | 5, 704. 52 | 645,60 |- e reme o 8,850. 25
Forelgn Operations. _ do.__. 3,085.25 16, 336. 35 1, 004. 65 22, 544, 55
General Governmmt Matters and |..-.do.__. 466. 63 1, 573 | 2,441.790
erce,
Interior do 627,08 |-eroeeeea- 6,210.78 |...oen. 82425 ). .- 7,679.22
Military Constructi do 248. 69 » 208, 96 |_ 1, 767. 32
sm. Jﬂtloe. lnd.!ciu\y do 2, 130..33 10,198.17 |. 14, 371, 44
oS 425, 8,028, 67 3,828 50
Total s 10, 023.01 51, 460. 60 72, 254. 60
FeB. 26, 1962.

CLARENCE CANNON,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations.

Report of expenditure of fnragnUmrmﬂaes and appropriated funds by the Commiltee on Appropriations, Subcommitiee on Agriculture,

8. House of Representatives, expended between Jan. I and Dec. 51, 1961
Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and eountry currency 1.8, dollar 0.8, dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.A, dollar
equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
currency | or U.S, |eurrency| or U.S. {currency| or U.S. |eurrency| orU.8. |ecwrency| -or U.8,
currency currency currency currency currency
Hon. A. E. Bantangelo:
Italy U.8, dollar. 167.50 145.25 L0 | b E . 3 ISR 380. 50
Germany. -do 56, 00 55. 00 8.80 “F L IPESEERESES 127.00
France. do 42,00 39. 50 10. 50 ik [l 100. 05
TUnited Btates. o eioll]eaead do. g 6. 00 3.50 9. 50
“‘Transpartation (2 trips) e B0, A L o L 2, 550,20
Bubtotal b 265. 50 2805 L 2.600. 50§ 56. 50 3,167.25
Han. Robert I Michel:
Morocco U.B.dollar. ... 58.00 61. 00 9.00 |_ooocoo 16. 00 144. 00
Tiberia R ) 00, 00 57. 50 500 14. 25 166. 75
Nigeria s 84.00 |.ceemaaas 53.00 6. 00 &, 50 148. 50
c : o 32.50 8. 50 14.00 55. 00
South Africa o 70. 50 57. 50 10. 00 15.25 153.25
Rhodesia o A e 24.00 5.50 7.50 65. 20
Kenya do. 46, 30 36, 50 T 1250 103. 80
oy L I NN EeY do. 41. 00 58, 50 R et 10.25 119.25
Ttaly do 104. 00 80. 50 "E ) RS, 20,25 218, 25
Garm do 56.00 57.00 2080 | o 12.00 132. 50
France do 42.00 38. 00 10.756 8.75 99. 50
Enel do 36.00 45. 00 Dt limecse 23 8, 50 95.75
Tinited States_ .. do. 33.25 3150 n ) e b o | RESTRSA 114.25
Transportation do. 2,19 00 2,101, 00
Sulitotal 689.25 B30 1 iiaae 2,904, 75 180. 50 3, 807.00
Ttoss Pope:
M AT e Y 58,00 BE00 Nl S 0.50 |. 15.00 146, 50
Liberia. ... do. 090, 00 48. 00 4. 50 4R PR 161. 55
Nigeria. do 84,00 52. 50 6. 00 y i | i) R 149, 50
m z do. 86, 50 9.25 12501 oo 58, 21
E: Africa do. T0. 50 |ocaaaaaaas 46. 00 9. 50 16.25 142,25
hodesi. - T SRR 21.00 5.00 7. 50 61.
Kenya, do 46.80 |- e 85,256 12.90 19.70 114.15
Ethiopia do 41.00 45. 00 8.00 11. 50 105. 50
Egypt... do 30.25 28. 50 4.00 4.50 67.25
Italy. do. 55, 50 70. 50 7.30 16. 60 149. 00
Germany. do 6. 00 56. 00 8.50 B R 130. 00
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Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by
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the Commiliee on Appropriations, Subcommillee on Agricullure,

U.8. House of Represeniatives, between Jan. 1 and Dec. 81, 1961—Continued
Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
N: d country Nmam . U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.B. dollar U.8. dollar U.B. dollar
ey Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn |equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent
currency | or U.S. |currency| or U.S. |currency| or U.B. |ecurrency| or U.8. |currency| or U.8.

carrency currency currency currency currency
Rmrﬁnm Contiman’ Uil dollar. . cco)oaaanaaaa 42,00 34. 50 11 50 e 8.05 06. 05
England do. 24, 50 L Y] S B2 [ aciiaen 6. 50 7. 50
United Btates. do. 70.00 €8.00 8.75 61.80 208, 56
Transportation do. 2,129, 54 2,129.54
Sul d 606. 25 636, 00 2,240,490 215.45 3,788.19
Grand total L.651.00 o unarvnnse 1, 508. 25 7,15.. 74 451 45 10, 762, 44

RECAPITULATION Amount
Appropriated funds: Department of Agriculture. . $10, 762. 44
Total. .. 10, 762. 44

Jamie L. WHITTEN,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Agriculture.,

Report o enditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Defense, U.S.
e e e House of Represenlalives, expended between Jan. 1, and Dec. 31, 1961 : A

Miscellaneous

Lodging Meals Transportation Total
N e U.5. dollar U.S, dollar U8, dollar U.S. dolt U5, doll.
ame and eoun currenc . do! , do B, 8. ar .B. deollar
iy 7, Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | oquivalent | Foreign |equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent
currency | or U.S. |currency| or U.8, |currency| or U.S. |currency| or U.S. or U.8.
currency currency currency currency currency
D 1.

e 810.15 15.00 575.65
Jamalca_ 18, 00 7.50 |- 46. 55
o — e i &2
Guatemala_ _

Nicaragus. 19. 00 10.24 |. 113.75
Costa Riea. o .onmm 5.00 12,83 97.15
Bubtotal_ . 15 1 1Y R — § 1A ) I—— 1, 180. 30

on. Melvin R. Laird:

II The Bah 103. 32
United States.......- 363, 23

Bubtotal e e B O R A e s Sl 1T ) S p i I (Y 466, 55
1, 092. 35 1,002.35

138,68 |. 44. 60 343,14

16.80 | 0.00 106, 25

27.74 |- 13.25 116, 64

20.75 0. 256 120.70

11T [, SR - 216,18 |.-.-oeo..| 1,168.45 1,779.08

Hon. William E. Minshall:

United States 5 11 b (e 1,940, 70 §-----emaae 14. 50 |- 1,987.08
Ge 0 38.78 |- - i 7.80 60. 47
0 22,04 20. 20 121.19

o 13.88 8.00 6.25 55, 04

0 vz v o B SRR 8.00 10.75 30. 16

0. . 7.85 9.57 26. 92

0. . 17. 90 28. 10 L 5, ] FiiaRtig B6. 16

ndia 0 A 12 60 a1, 35 5. 91 85.73
hail: do 30, 00 24. 04 15. 00 7.28 B5. 32
Viet do 33.156 L E ) I— 9. 00 6. 00 90.03
Taiwan do 10. 00 35. 00 3. 50 48, 50
Japan do. 44. 44 DR = S T e 13. 50 07.33
Okinawa do. 1. 50 .80 84.00 2.00 88. 30
Koren do. 1. 50 . 60 [ PR T 85, 30
But 358, 62 234.70 2,250, 95 122.26 2, 966. 53

Bamuel R, Preston:

United States U.8. dollar 25. 50 BRBE Loocaaocois 1,567.77 77.48 1,729, 58
Bah do_ 36. 00 58,91 = 8. 40 103. 31
Germany. do. 23. 50 62.25 6. 25 87.00
France do. 82,00 L I—— 18. 00 162, 50
Egypt do 23. 70 L B, 1 ARG 0. 35 69, 80
Lebanon._. do. 15.00 16. 50 6,50 38.00
Jordan do. 36. 00 SLI e e 3.50 85, 25
Isracl do 20,70 yie o [EESEEEE 200 Lorme s 33.45
Ital do 40. 00 .40 17.75 .05
Spain do. T DT 18.95 13. 50 62,95
Subtotal 346, 44 1,628.72 162.73 2, 466,79
Grand total LR BB | 1,070.00 | e e b, 704. 52 045.60 | ooeeoaen 8, 859. 25
L.

ApSEOORtS frilis: RECAPITULATION Aot
Department of the Army. §7,075. 88
Department of Navy. 883,37

Total... 8, 850, 25

Georce H. ManonN,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense.



3786 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE March 8
Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Commiitee on A ations, Subcommillee on Foreign Operations,
% U.S. House of Representatives, expended between Jan. ng:ﬁ Dee. 31, 1961
Lodging Meals Transportation Miseellaneous Total
Napes U.S, dollar ., dolisr .8, dollar U.8. dolla U.8, dollar
Name and coun eurrency .8, .8, B, .8, r B,
0 g Forcign | equivalent | Forelgn t | Foreign |equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalént
currency | or U.B. |currency | or U.8. |currency| or U.B. |currency| or U.S. U.8.
currency currency currency currency currency
Hon. Otto E, Passman (includes 1 trip
n‘{'w?d tiée wor)!d. and 1 trip to
estern Europe):
A i I g U.8. dollar......|oemeeee 54.00 110. 55
--.=-do. 104. 00 -« 253.15
do. 87.00 185,70
LRI P oo 54.00 121.35
42,00 85.70
b2 TR R e 30. 40
M. 00 118, 30
84. 00 189. 20
54.00 127.60
60. 00 102. 05
o 3,170.70
593,00 4,404, 70
48. 00 = o] P 13. 40 101. 80
60. 00 5.40 |- L35 | 10.80
AR 48,00 .10 |- LR PR 89,10
Leb 39.00 5.25 |- 1240 s s 82.85
s%r( SRR RS ST LSS AR PR O B LR o e 10,00 |- 87 e 23.75
Thailand . ... 48.00 | R T R 99,25
Hong Kong. 84.00 3 B.25 14.25 152,00
Japan 4500 | naanois 27, 50 BBl [sesinaaass 9. 95 91, 80
Tnited States 84,00 20.00 3 b A Sl L 13. 40 138. 65
Transportation 2,123.30 2,123.30
SN e e L e R o LT 459. 00 262. 65 2,186.15 105. 50 |cmmncnnn 8, 013. 30
Hon, Joseph M. Montoya (includes 1
trip around the world, and 1 trip to
‘Western Europe):
France L9520 T 1 AN SRRCSSICINET. | 50. 00 26.20 3. 90 100, 60
d 103. 00 76. 35 10.05 231. 35
21.00 19. 70 4.10 61. 05
48.00 34,65 8.70 109. 40
42,00 20, 40 5.76 91,95
4 . 8, 50 4. 90 22,15
54,00 |oceooeees 39.70 6.25 115. 55
8400 57. 80 4. 65 170. 15
54. 00 86.00 oo 7.10 114.30
86,00 |-coeaaaas 44,35 10. 75 160, 50
gl 3,421.35 -y 3, 421.35
542,00 |<-omeaeen 372.65 = i8R0 | e o {11 ) s S e 4, 508. 35
1) e 24. 80 100. 15
21. 00 17. 20 # B5.
Spain do. 49, 00 36.15 i 108, 85
Transportation Bl L s 993. 50 993. 50
Subtotal e = 10000 [ aiiotics 78.15 1,006.20 |-o-ooonaee 54.85 1,258 20
Hon. Silvio 0. Conte:
Aoroeco. = U.B. dollars. . |- anccee - 64. 50 9. 50 148, 25
iberia do. 56. 00 5. 50 166. 256
Nigeria do. -l 53. 00 5. 50 151.00
Con?- do 30. 50 7.50 52.
Bouth Africa naen i) 58. 00 10. 26 156. 25
Rhodesia. - do 20 25, 50 5.00 65, 20
Ken ) - do ] A 36. 00 9. 00 102, 55
B e T T e e e s e e ALOR |S e niaid 57. 50 10. 25 117.75
TT A T N i el - N N do 104, 00 82,00 24.25 219. 76
Germany do 56. 00 58. 00 8. 50 132.75
C0........ —__.do 42,00 39. 50 9. 76 101. 00
England =z do. i 48, 00 61 00 12,00 128,
United States oo M g 33.25 28. 50 14. 50 110.25
Transportation. - - o oo AT |5 Eas 3 55 LT PR EREE 2,120. 35
S T B e A S S R Vgl e 0125 |y 650, 00 2, 260, 85 188. 00 |Loaoisins 8,780.10
Kenneth Sprankle:
F-nnmp mmesnen] U8, dollar. ... Wt i) ) R — 1 1 | I RO 94. 90
e i 5% % n
Spain s e 42,00 . 7
'l‘l;nnspnrtnmu-. ............ 1,010. 40
Subtotal b 117. 00 51.90 1,267. 76
Francis G. Merrill (includes 1 trip
around the world, and 1 trip to
Western Europe):
Franco U.8. dollar.
Bwitzerland do
pain do
taly. do
Iou:;l :n
an. {1}
Thailand. . o
Hong Kong. 7T do.
annn do.
Tntted Biates. . e R e s
T portation... do
Subtotal e

Grand total




1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 3787

RECAPITULATION Amount
Appropriated funds: International Cooperation Administration §22, 544. 55
JANUARY 1062, OtT0o E. PASSMAN,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations.

Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Commiliee on Appropriations, Subcommiliee on General Govern-
. m{;nt%fatwrs, ommerce, and Related Agencies, U.S. House of Representatives, expended between Jan. 1 , and Dee. 31, 1961

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country currency U.8. dollar U.8. dollar V.8, dollar .8, dollar U.8. dollar
Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent
currency | or U.8. |currency| or U.B, |currency| or U.B. |currency| or U.B. |currency| or U.B.
currency currency currency CUrTEncy currency

Hon, 8i R. Yates:

Republic of Panama. U.8. dollar. 57.00 45. 40 ELOT |anivinaain 150.37

T portation do. ——— 1173.24 173.24
Subtotal 8T 00 |om et 45,40 ). .o raaas i b SRR i SRR SR 323. 61
John F. 8h :

Somdein 2 eliey U.8. dollar. ... 95.00 72.98 4.00 8.20 180.48
Frince do-. 0. 50 58. 60 7Y AT, 53.22 106, 82
1T T rre L SR, e do.... 66. 80 42.95 30. 00 10. 50 150, 25
TrADSPOTEATION ... - oo moommcmmmmmme |mmmme do.. 970,00 970,00

Subtotal 242,30 o 1,008. 50 72.22 1,497.55

Hon, G E. 8hi ¥

mcm ;.nnn il U.B. dollar... o laccaaain 125.33 44.50 169, 83
Transportation. . do. 1313.85 313.85
Subtotal 125.33 44.50 . 3813. 85 . 483, 68

C. Blisby:

xmﬁe‘p‘nhiic’éﬂ P, U.8. dollar 42.00 16. 90 37.15 96. 05

Transportation. do 140,90 40. 90
Subtotal 42.00 16,90 40.90 37.15 136. 95
Grand total 466, 63 281.33 1, 536. 49 157.34 2,41.70

RECAPITULATION AemoaF

Appropriated funds:

Panama Canal Company . . $044. 24
Department of C ce 1,407.55
Total. ... 2,441.79

1 Excludes meals and transportation on Government-owned ship valued at $240. ! Does not Include meals and transportation on Government-owned ship valued at

s ;&)oas not include meals and trangportation on Government-owned ship valued ot $340,
1

CGeorGE W. ANDREWS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on General Government Matters,
Commerce and Related Agencies.

Report o enditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Commitlee on Appropriations, Subcommitlee on Inlerior and
o Faig Relam{ }f'lgencia, U.S. House of Eepresenmﬁws, expended between Jan. 1 and Dec. 81, 1961

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country currency U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equival Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
currency | or U.B. |currency| or UB. |currency| or U.8. |currency| or U.B. |currency| or U.S.
currency currency currency Currency currency
Hon., Michael J. Kirwan:
United Btates. U.8. dollar. L0 A 116,85 107.15 364,08
Territories do. 3. 50 18. 50 7.25 20.25
Japan. do. 49. 50 42.25 6. 00 07.75
Transp i do. 2,002.70 2,002.70
Bubtotal 193.68 177. 60 2,002.70 120. 40 2,584.38
Kenneth 8 :
e U.S. dollar 1725 117, 50 §2.25 347.00
Territorica do. 18. 50 19.75 6. 00 44.25
Japan do 49, 50 42,25 6. 00 97.75
Transportation. do. 2,077.78 2,077.78
Bubtotal 215. 256 170. 50 BOTET |evaecaaaua 94,25 2, 566. T8
Eugene B, Wilhelm: 3
United States. U.B. dollar. 150.15 08, 25 98.75 347.15
Territories do 18. 50 19,50 4. 85 42,85
Japan do. 49, 50 42. 25 00 ). 97.75
Transportation do 2,040. 31 2,040. 31
“Subtotal 218.15 160.00 |- 2,040.31 109. 60 2, 528. 06
Grand total 627. 08 517.10 6, 210. 79 324.25 7,679.22
RECAPITULATION - A mount
Appropristed funds: Department of the Interlor. $7,679.22
Total 7,079.22

MicHAEL J. EIRWAN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies,
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Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Committee on Appropriations, Subcommillee on Military Con-
struction, U.S. House of Representalives, expended between Jan. 1 and Dec, 31, 1961

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country currency 0.8, dollar 1.8, dollar U.8, dollar U.8. dollar U.8, dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
currency | or U.8, |[currency| or U8, |currency| or U.S, |currency| or U.8, |currency| or 7.8,
currency currency currency eurrency currency
Hon. Charles R. Jonas:
M ama] B e e ] e -
Bpain do
Italy. do.
Bwitzerland do
Germany. do
O o, ]
Great Britai do
United States. ... _.._.._.. F1 |- SOCSS TR Fae e Tho
IR T e Se SO TR SRR ERRIE e R e  S

Total o e 2

............................................................................ e e 1, 767. 32
HARRY SHEPPARD,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Military Construction.

Report of expenditure of foreign eurrencies and appropriated funds by the Commiltee on Appropriations, Subcommiliee on Stale, Justice,
Judiciary, U.S. House of Representatives, expended between Jan. 1 and Dec. 31 1961

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellancous Total
Name of
Name and country currency .8, dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8, dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent
cuarrency | or U.8. [eurrency| or U.S. |currency| or U.S. |currency| orU.8. |[curreney| or U.S.
currency currency currency currency currency
Hon, John J. Rooney:
Japan UB. dollar. - |emecanias 75.00 1. 25 1.7
Philippines — .Y 36. 00 26.00 71.30
Hong Kong do.. B5.00 |—oeeeea 48.25 127,00
United States do.. 265, 00 191,00 548, 50
Transportation S | 1] Fre o, 2, 656. 25
Bubtotal AL 00 =i 326. 50 3, 567.80
THon. Frank T. Bow:
Philippines. 96, 00 40. 25 139.75
Germany 70. 00 48.00 137.75
Turkey. 45,00 43.75 97.25
Greece. 89, 26, 50 84,09
Ihl{ed 30, 45 20.75 5 70.70
Uni Btates 112.50 30. 50 13, A 169, 00
Transportation e 3, 091.00 - 3, 001, 00
Subtotal 303.94 | ... 199,75 8,188:00 |.-onccone- BB 70 | i 3,790, 44
Hon, Glenard P, Lipscomb:
France 68,00 60,00 t 22,00 150, 00
Denmark 30. 00 20, 00 20,00 T0.00
Belgium 6. 00 3.00 200 11.00
Germany. do. 73.00 45. 00 30,00 163. 00
Austria. do 23, 00 15.00 25. 00 63, 00
Ttaly. do 2E 86. 00 40.00 25.00 164. 00
Greece. do 24. 00 10,00 10. 00 44, 00
Leh do o O 15.00 10. 00 49.00
vorl T e - a1 B S SRS e do . || === .00 4. 00 19,00
P et o LS S R e 2,00 10,00 12,00
it 10. 00 10. 00 .. s Lo ety 25.00
Spain R0 st 40, 00 P S ) AR S 113.00
Transportation. .. 926, 20
Subtotal oy Tac—Tdat < il g WEL -5 399, 00 208, 00 e 12w 1 e I | 1, 809, 20
Hon. E, A, Cederberg:
T e S P R e O.E delar. = Cb L 9. 30 83. 60 210. 00
Bwitzerland do 57.00 51, 80 s S 159, 63
Italy g - 64,72 72.20 178. 01
Spain T £l &8, 00 600 L Lol s gty 184. 50
exico do. 169, 87 135, 66 363,
Transportation__ do =l 1,254,380
Bubtotal 478.30 2,351. 41
Jay B. Howe: e e
e e S e .B. dollar = L1 SRR 143. 50
Philippi S} 29, 50 6810
Hong Kong_. do 635, 00 146 40
United States do. 253. 50 508, 40
Transportation._ - do 1, 906. 19
BobRotal . s #S 408, 00 2, 852, 50
Grand total 2,130.33 1,408,190 |ooociiais 10,1687 [ooiaoioa. [7T 7 SRS 14,371, 44
ECAPITULATION
= L 9 Amount
Dopartment of Sl - oo o ccrmcemmmacmr s mn e m s s n s e s —— s A $14, 371, 44

JoHN J. ROONEY,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on State, Justice, Judiciary.
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Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds b} the Commiliee on Appropriations, Subcommilice
on Treasury-Post Office, expended between Jan. 1 and Dec. 31, 1961
Lodging Meals Transportation Miseellaneons Total
Name of
Name and country CUrrency U.8. dollar U.8, dollar 1.8, dollar 8. dollar U.8. dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
| currengy | or U.8. |currency| or U.8. |curreney| or U.8. |currency| orU, currency | or U.8,
currency currency enrrency currency currency
Hon. Tom Steed:
United Btates. .. neuemommenm s U.8. dollar...... il 15. 00 11. 76 OBO.AD | 5. 40
land do. 68500 oo oceacoas 42,30 4. 00 5. 60
Holland do 15, 00 10. 50 3.40
Belgiom do. 17. 00 15. 75 v F R RS 3. 50
France PR [ 8 36. 50 40, 50 8. 00 7.00
[T T RO R ST el e A B Sl R, 148, 50 110, 80 1,000, 40 |- oeeeeeer 24. 90
Hon, John R. Pillion:
United Btates ..o ococaaaes 972 e T |1 e SRR Vh R L e 1,021.86 |-coneeie- ST e 1, 054. 01
land e e ] do poed o P 2.00 5, 60 105, 90
Holland.. . O SRR 10. 50 B:50 faiiasr 20, 00
Belginm SN ) THO e 2.00 3. 50 38.25
Franece. ST e SR R do.=..... 1 SR 4.00 4.50 3407
i BB A s S s SR DRSS S L e e 80.87 |- 1,020.86 000 |t 1,261. 23
A, A, Gunnels:
United States. .8, dollar. 4 (O b L e 0804 |- .. 5.45 1, 012. 61
]I;nﬁ::d do. 5. 00 82,80 4. 00 5. 60 106. 90
Holland. do. 15. 00 10. 50 3. 50 29,00
do 17. 00 15. 75 & 00 [Sec it 3. 50 40. 25
Erny " NI SCRt R ) e et s 40. 50 10. 00 Fi o (LS 4. 00
T N e ey B B O 148, 50 110. 80 008, 41 o) 1,282. 76
(2, T 7o) RTINS SR () o e R Ao SO BRER o 425, 50 301. 97 3, 028, 67 R L 3,828.50
RECAPITULATION ] Amount
Government Pepartment: Post Office Dept . - ooooooeooiiaaos 0 i A S e S A i e e i e e $3, 828, 50

J. VauGHAN GaRry,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Treasury-Post Office.

Report of expendilure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Commitice on Armed Services, expended between Jan. 1 and

81, 1961 ’
Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellancous Total
‘ Name of
Name and country currency U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8, dollar 17.8, dollar U.8, dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
currency | or U.8. |cuwrrency| or U.8, |curréency| or U.8. |ecurrency| orU.8. |currency| or U.S8.
currency currency currency currency currency
Frank J. Becker
England....oeeoonermnne- Pound. 38-5-6 107.18 | 34-12-0 06. 88 9-5-0 25. 14-2-6 30, 54 96-5-0 260, 50
G ¥. Deuntsche mark..| 357,48 85.12 0656, 53 156. 32 | 5,134. 84 1,222 366. 08 87.14 | 6, 514.03 1,561, 17
Austria illing. ...-..-| 2,73L.20 105. 05 | 1, 769. 00 68. 04 807.15 31. 926, 35 385.63 | 6,233. 70 230,76
France Frane, 275 56.12 271 55, 31 128 26, 142 28.98 816 166. 53
Total, terpart funds 363. 47 376, 55 1, 305 1y ) ety 2, 226,96
J‘ogla R. Blandford (committee coun-
o funds:
Australia Poumd L. ... 24-18-0 74. 66 22-8-0 67.18 25-6-0 76. 00 27-8-0 82.16 | 100-0-0 300, 00
Thailand._ . Baht 156. 62 60, 24 27.82 s 1 5y | 1§ SESRARERRE BESd S 10, 56 4. 06 195 75.00
Singapore Dollar 508.78 25.95 237.78 10. 30 128.15 5. 5356. 35 23. 20 1, 500 65. 00
Hong Kong. do. 275, 14 52. 256 305. 64 58,06 163. 88 3L 1,265, 34 238. 60 2,000 380, 00
Talpei do .--| 642.00 16.05 | 1,296.00 32.40 62,00 1. 556 2,000 50. 00
Japan Yen 2,463.6 69, 93 T47.8 78.382 923.8 26. 1,874.8 53. 43 8, 000 228, 00
Total, counterpart funds 200. 08 256, 95 138. 97 403. 00 1, 098. 00
Aianoprlatéd funds (Air Force), | U.S. dollar..... |- ceecnnaas 00800 e rnee 76.61 1,480.08 | i 1o T B 1,841. 60
nited States.
Total funds expended by Mr. |- oo ociomocaoacmnanaa- 43488 | oo 333, 56 LR 00 | o S8R 2, 939, 69
Blandford,
William G. Bray: United States.......| Dollar.....__.... Ao 510.07 510,07
Total, appropriated fands |-ococemomammmooi e e e Lo IR, AR L, e 510.07
(Army).
James A. BYI’BB:[ "
T T RS SR Pomnd. . esiisss 9-10-0 26, 60 09-6-1 26.05 2-0-0 5. 3-2-10 5 23-18-11 67.05
Ireland. . do. 5-9-0 15. 26 5-2-2 R AR £ i 5-10-11 15. 16-2-1 45,09
France. Franc. 520,99 66, 80 20111 68. 93 485, 45 08, 104. 58 21.17 | 1,211.14 245,17
Germany .. ciisci sl Deuntsche mark. 14,70 8. 50 83. 19. 25. 6, 123.82 20, 48
Ttaly ire 36, 566. 25 58,49 (38, 637,50 61, 82 |56, 037. 60 89, 70, 037, 50 127,90 |211,168.75 3787
Total, counterpart funds 167.15 164, 60 - B ) P i R (L b 724, 66
Appropriated funds:
United States. Dollar. = 1,082, 62
Bt . i i
rmany. 0. Rl i e e .
Spain do. 92,33
Total, priated funds 103.20 80.04 || 1,4%0.40
Ay
Total fundsexpended by Mr. 270.86 |-ooneoe-ee| 817,03 1,367. 43 210.34 |ooenieeaee 2,184.15
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Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
and o~ U.8. .S, U.8. doll U.8. dollar U.8. doll:

Name coun curren dollar .8. dollar .8, dollar 8. .8, dollar
o> i Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent

eurrency | or U.S. |ecurrency| or U.S. |ecurrency | or U.8. |currency .8, |currency| or U.B.

currency currency currency currency currency

Charles E, Chnmberé:ln:

Lire 124, 669 201.14 | 148,900 240.15 43, 200 60.68 | 140,731 226,76 | 457, 400 73773
Swiss frane...... 214.70 49. 59 195 45. 05 189 43. 66 111, 30 25.71 710 164.01
-| Deutsche mark..| 367.35 g1, 84 330 82, 50 266 66. 50 71.65 17. 61 1, 035 258,75
.| Pound 42-8-9 118.82 46-0-3 7 T e AR (ke e 11-2-0 31.08 | 100-0-0 2580, 00
Frant. .- 925 187. 24 776 1 Ey i P e B [ L 296 60, 53 2, 000 404. 84
Total, part funds B a AR RS (015 B —— i b5 el AL S 179800 s v i EE 1,845.33

Appropriated funds:

United States... 1.00 1.00
France. ... 8.75 63.73
Germany 10. 30 16. 60
Total, s{m;xlated e o e e e 20.05 81.33
(Army).
Total, funds expended by |.-ooooooocmoomnoos]icoannnn. L ) S 674.92 |-coaee--. 182.84 |ooeen. - 376,69 |- ooeoeaaee 1, 926. 66
Mr. Chamberlain,
Jeffery Cohelan:
Counterpart funds:
Taiwan Nawu'l‘aiwnn 39.22 543 26. 61 100 4.90 | 1,946.30 95,41 | 3,380.30 166. 14
ollar.
Hong Eong Ha%ﬁ Kong 280 51.76 432 87 £0.00 62 11. 46 827. 50 152,97 | 1,602.37 2906.19
ar.
Japan Yen 5, 060 14.11 | 3,160 8 81 660 1.84 121,120 58,91 {30,000 83,67
Total, counterpart funds...... 105.09 115.42 18. 20 307.29 546. 00
Ppro ted funds:

i g i Dollar 1,571.35 1,571.85
Alaska do 9. 56. 57 S 66. 03
Hawnail do. 74.52 T P 2.50 130. 61
Japan do 10.02 23.20 L87 | — 1.54 45.
Korea do__ 6. 00 v b 13.75
Okinawa. do. 3.00 2.20 5.20

Total, propriated iunds 11). 54 143. 40 1 ) R — 1,852, 66
(Army).
Total, funds expended by =7, 216. 63 258. 82 1, 503. 92 20929 | ________. 2,378,686
Mr. Cobelan.
Clyde Doyle: United States. - Dollar 68.10 108. 25 608.00 |acaoaaee 68, 85 843.20
Total, appropriated funds Navy. | covocmcameaeeaaes i ) RS 103. 25 608.00 | .- 68. 85 843.20
Porter Hardy, Jr.:
England Pound.....c.cca.|  20-0-0 56. 00 11-0-0 30. 80 24-0-0 67. 20 55-0-0 154.00
Kroner, 417. 45 60. 50 140. 55 20. 36 145 ] e e 708 101. 87

Germany. Deutsche mark. 266 63. 157 37.38 138 32.86 224 53. 7 186. 87

Austria. Schilling. 4,190, 50 161.17 880 33.85 1, 040 40. 00 6, 116, 50 235.02

Italy Lire 147, 658 287.77 53, 300 85. 83 61, 400 98. 87 24, 870 40. 04 : 462, 51

QGreece Drach 589 19. 63 393 13.10 100 3.38 830 27. 1,912 63.73

Eﬂt- Pound 12,075 2717 3,250 7.81 4,275 9. 62 -| 19,600 44.10

I non __.c0 60-0-0 18. 86 38-0-0 11. 95 16-0-0 5. 03 114-0-0 35.84

Jord Dinar. 11.5 32,20 11.5 32.20

Israel. Pound. 48, 47 22.43 39. 53 13.21 29.00 13. 42 117. 00 49,06

France Franc ——--| 78525 160. 26 429,30 87. 61 303 61. 84 204, 95 41,83 | 1,722, 351. 54

Total, part funds REEid S 827.00 | SEL 0 s 385.38 162. 87 1,716.74
Pl;%p W. Kelleher (committee coun- TR
Counterpart funds:
NOrWEY - Kroner. 200 28.00 100 14. 00 35 4. 90 335 46,90
D k do 150 21. 00 80 11. 20 230 32.20
taly_- - Lire. 82, 000 51.20 30, 000 48.00 60, 000 96. 00 7,000 11.20 129, 000 206.
nriand Pound. 10-0-0 28.10 11-0-0 30. 91 12-0-0 33.72 700 19, 67 40-0-0 112.40
France. Frane. 600 121. 80 300 60. 90 100 20. 30 15 3.05 1,015 206, 05
Netherlands Guild 50 13. 40 11.20 10 2.80 100 27.80
Total, part funds. P FERREEEES 200. 01 1 1y G ) AR 41.62 631.75
Appropriated funds:
Norway - Daollar. - AR e 18.15 66. 25 12.27 142.27
D k do. - 36. 48 14.52 57.90 [o..... el 11.08 120.04
Haly...- do. . 155,04 6L 71 280, 65, 42 561 99
England do. 54.72 21.78 82, 81 15. 84 175.16
France. do. - 136. 80 54. 45 278. 26 52, 66 517,17
Netherlands. do. 27.35 10. 89 67.97 1108 '
Total, appropriated funds 455. 90 L0 828.07 623. 0
(Al Foree), 158.35 5 L 1
Total, funds ded by 670. 89 IBL.EL | oaaan 1, 003. 29 109, 07 2,255, 66
Mr. Kelleher.
Durward G. Hall:

United States 1 1

Ttaly.. 113.68

France._ 711

Germany = 26. 74.61

Total, appropriated funds | _______._..._. b, Sy | TR BLEC Lo Ly 8 1 MRS TRCE 84028 |-oasis 260. 43
(Army).
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Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and approprzated Sunds by the Commillee on Armed Services, expended between Jan. 1 and
Dee. 81, 1961—Continued

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of -
Name and country currency .8, dollar 0.8, dollar .8, dollar U.8. dollar 1.3, dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
carrency | or U.8. |currency| or U.8. |currency| orU.8. |cwrrency| or U.8, |currency| or U8,
currency curreney currency currency currency
Frank Kowalski:
Coun paﬂ. funds
France._ ... At |8 Ly 1 it e 576, 80 117. 96 4. 00 10. 84 10. 00 2,04 9.20 1.58 49. 00 132,71
iy (1 ) R e A S Kroner_......... 78.20 10. 95 .00 R e e e 5.00 70 88. 20 1236
Total, counterpart funds.. ... loceomaoooaaiina e 128:00 |o<oeene BT R R 204 ||voameeaeas 2:88 |osraatena s 145. 06
Appropriated funds: ;
United States Dollar. 189. 50
England . 5 P - . 85
Germany..... a7, - 7 § = 74. 60
T?tul appropriated fands | ... oo oo .o . [\pie | [ y R R IBRLTE il 1580 | i 2dl 287,05
Army
Total, !unds axponded by b sl e I8 |t o8 s e 100D Jlasss sl 17,88 |- e 433. 01
Mr. Kowalski.
Richard E, Lankford: R i
Counterpart lunds:
ERTT ARSI Yen..__. 15, 105, 60 41,96 &, 000 13. 80 1,100 3.06 |18, 43. 40 52. 61
Ty VAR PR S Nawl'[I“ralwm 15. 00 700 17. 50 300 7.50 1, 000 25, 00
Hong KoDg- - ocuooioiiisaccaa- }Id 3 Kong 357, 61 62,74 645, 32 113.21 229,07 40.19 1, 688 202.63
ollar,
L R AR S e S i i e --| 4,107.67 56, 44 | 2,785, 00 38.27 s 2,108 28.97
") T Baht. 511 8 L 1,450. 98 69, 59 460, 13 22,50 | 2,174.27 104. 28
5 Rupee_ 88, 7 18. 80 248, 27 52,60 446, 04 94, 50 12.95 87.49
Ttaly. . -| Lire. 57, 604 92, 60 53, 430 86, 04 50, 116 80.70 | 109, 580 321, 40
Austria Shilling______.__ 1, 61.91 | 8,312.50 128.79 | 1, 150. 00 44.71 | 4,202 50 163. 30
Great Britain Pound. 13-10-11 37.93 | 67-15-0 189, 70 25-0-0 T0. 93-14-1 262, 37
Total, counterpart funds...... s o T el R TR i 363, 16 1,338, 14
A lated funds;
pp{logted Btatea.. - .ot cosiisai Dollaresori ool oo 108, 00 4.31
Japan._ __ 1. 00 3. 69
Korea. . . 13. 00 2. 60
Taiwan 20,41 2.00
Hong Kong_. 3. 04 53. 90 5. 41
Vietnam. 13,08 23.27 b= 2,00
Thailan 306, 08 48 2. 60
Pakistan 62, 50 46 2.5
Italy. 50. 00 3.05
Austria 21, 26 2.7
Germany 25,71 3.60
B0 17. 58 1.86
Great Brlmlh R T TR e, 160. 26 O s e 227.97
Beotland 62. 96 1.19 125. 67
Total, appropristed funds | _________________ e i 663.78 |.oocoiii. 442,68 | BATL AL Juidis oo AL 08 fae co i 3,270,183
(Army).
Total, fonds expended by |._ ... .. ....... 1,065, 71 1,152.27 L AL R PR T 1879, 20 |- - oo 6,082, 05
Mr. Lankford,
Walter Norblad:
Connwrpart funds:
Germany. ... Deutsche mark. 384 97. 50 378 04, 50 39 9.75 101 25, 25 08 227. 00
Ihly Lira 84,375 135. 00 790,375 127. 00 17, 500 28, 00 18, 750 80.00 | 194, 000 320, 00
Qreece Drachma 1,190 39,756 910 30. 256 180 0. 00 195 6. 50 2,475 82. 50
Egypt_- Pound. . 40 90. 25 38 84.76 6.2 18.75 B8 19. 00 o3 207. 75
Earkew: .ol n ira 750 83, 50 635 70.75 95 10. 50 126 14.00 1, 606 178,75
Iran ial 180 24.00 131 17. 50 4.75 22 3.75 376 50, 00
India. R P 64, 00 264 52,80 53 10. 60 93 18. 60 730 146, 00
« Thailand. ... t 2,924 139. 25 2, 600 119. 80 180 9.00 520 24.75 6,233 202. 80
Vietnam >[aster. 4,810 50, 00 3,630 49,75 340 4. 50 750 10. 25 8, 980 123, 50
Hong Kong L Kong 662 06, 80 504 88.25 90 15, 80 172 0. 00 1,318 230, 85
Japan = Yen.. . 11,340 44. 50 800 220 6.30 | 35780 99,
Total, terpartfunds_____ | __.______________ 878. 66 120. 65 18840 | 1, 958, 70
A iated funds:
pmn Dollar 24. 13. 56
..... do 2167 53,16 by ) S TN
aee-.do 62.13 56, 60
_____ do L LA 1.75 3.
Total, appropriated Tunds | oomoocomeeean]meaaeaee NL60 |- 126, 32 s 1o T LN
(Army).
Total, funds expended by |.c-coceoociicacai)oammiannas 085,15 e R e 139:06 |---ninena-
Mr, Norblad,
Frank O, Osmers:
United Btates. .o -c oo Dollar. el == e 1, 275,60 |aiociae
Tiraland o A 12,88 26, 22 2.24
France. do. 70. 00 ) B b Ll PSR b
Germany do = 12.40 18.08 3497
taly. do. 77.26 96, 09 35. 60
srael do. 28, 52 2.97 2,81
Spain do. 19.51 I8 ol 2.01
do L1
Total, appropriated funds 220. 57 225, 81 380.04
(Army). ¥
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Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Commitiee on Armed Services, expended belween Jan. 1 and

Todging Meals Transportation Miseellaneous Total
d eoun e U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar .8, dollar
N tr Ccurren - .8..do o2 oy W8,
atbeay : Y| Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forclen v
currency | or U.8. |ecwrrency | or U.S. |currency| or U.S. |curreney| or U.S, |eurrency| or U.S,
currency currency CUrrency currency currency
G, Pike:
om..\%pmmzlatrd funds: (Navy), | Dollar- . ococo]oeeaaaae i 400.00 foceoancan B0 e 180001 e 2000 |zt oass 790,00
priated funds (Ar E

Appront e 28,78 £2.36 3.95 1.9 85.60
BSwitzerland o S A i s e e ks e 11. 83
Germany. i = 18. 28 50, 80 12,00 30. 04 J11.12
France. i 50. 21 41.04 6. 70 12. 60 110. 56
Teeland [ WS R R 1.76 3. 00 4.75

Total, appropriated funds £9.02 L5 |-casaes OL46 1. .. 323.95
et 141,52
Total, funds led by oo 409.02 ... = SO0 I e r by TN ] Bl. 46 1,113.95
Mr, Pike.
B Co wrpmm fand
:m unds:
Lire 56, 250 90. 75, 000 120. 9,375 15.00 46, 875 76.00 | 187, 500 300. 00
n?n Pesetfeeeaaa...| 10,200 170. 00 13, 600 226, 67 1, 700 28.33 8, 500 141. 67 34, 000 b66, 67
!Em'lm Frane 422 84. 40 562 112. 40 70 14. 00 351 70. 20 1, 405 281, 00
D he mark.. 750 187. 50 850 212 50 50 12 50 550 137. 50 2,200 550. 00
Tatal, eounmpa:t funds..... 531,90 671. 57 60, 53 424. 87 1, 697. 67
riated funds:

e Dollar 4 ’ 3,00 3.00
]m]y do. ooy oo >0 X 1,1 ) 20.00 [n n . 5 ¢ | IR S, 11 1 S 88. 08
France. do. 92.91 74.34 6. 70 26. 45 200. 40
QGermany. do 60. 93 86, 26 20. 75 B0 00 | i 226, 04
Spain do 08,47 86,42 008 22T T R 175.89
Swi d do 5.27 7.20 12. 47
Teeland do. L76 300 = 4.75

Total, appropriated funds 257.06 284. 89 50. 70 121.88 714.53
(Army).
Total, funds expended by - 788, 96 956, 46 120. 53 546, 25 2,412.20
Mr. Rivers.
Bamuel 8, Stratton:

Coun funds:

and Pound el 4-0-0 11.20 5-0-0 14. 00 1-0-0 80 10-0-0 28. 00
France. Fraripsi e o 49. 60 10.13 40. 00 816 25, 00 5.10 114. 60 23.39
RNy Deutsche mark_.| 103, 90 25,97 35.00 B.75 11.00 2.75 149.90 37.47

Tatal, counterpart funds. 47. 30 80.01 10. 65 88, 86
Appropriated funds:
England Dollar o Pt .85 L85
France. F] B, R et b B e ot 1.50 7.85
G ¥ s 4. 45 3 12T S 1.00 11. 30 31.80
Taotal, appropriated funds 20 Al e DAY R 1.00 13.65 40. 50
(Air Foree).
Total, funds expended by e 51.75 7 B R | SO LB s 13. 65 129, 36
Li.r Btratton,
““&‘owi‘é'ﬁﬁ"’“:” a
unterpart funds:

§ e 1 S e Frane 1, 500 806,15 600 122. 46 400 81. 64 2, 500 510.25
Germany D he mark... 428 108. 36 300 75.95 | 5,771.40 | 1,442.85 272 68. 86 | 6, 77140 1, 696. 02
Bwitzerland Bwiss franc 506 140. 24 200 47. 06 204 48. 23 1, 000 235.
Greece rach 660 2. 00 1,050 35.00 |. 8OO 29, 67 2, 600 86. 67
Turkey. Lira. 495 55. 00 270 30. 00 135 15. 00 900 100. 00
Ital Lire 70, 000 113. 27 50, 000 80.91 | 161,968 260. §2 37, 500 G168 | 319,468 516. 68
Spain Peseta__ 3, 50. 25 2, 500 42,33 1,000 16.756 6, 500 109. 33
United Kingd Pound 151, 20 20-0-0 56. 00 -0-0 19. 60 81-0-0 226, 80

Total, terpart funds Ao 6. 47 Ll & |\ SERESREE S B 1 8 - ] SRR LA | 3,481.28

Appropriated funds:

France Dollar 3. 53 2 ) 547 9. 00
Germany. do 193. 00 29. 32 1.68 224. 00
Switzerland do. 17.93 7.72 1.35 27.00
Turkey. do. 18,10 8.00 1. 90 28, 00
Ttaly do | T e R 6. 28 19. 90
United Kingd do. 14.08 1.02 16. 00
Total, -ppmprbted funds 229,03 76,27 1880 |-cacocaa 823. 00
‘AJ.r Faree,

To funds expended by |._._. 175, 50 565, 98 1,703. 67
l\'tia:.'“'lckermnm. by I, + 6 360. 03 3,805.18
Total 8,624. 63 7,115. 81 14, 816, 00 36, 185.74

RECAPITULATION Amount
Foreign curreney (V.8, dollar equivalent)_.._.._. e aan e $18,973.83
Apprepriated m.nds
mnepmm: f the N &
o a
Department of 3,230, 00
Total. % 36, 185, T4
CARL VINSON,
Mar, 2, 1962, Chairman, Committee on Armed Services.
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Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appropriated funds by the Commiliee on Rules, U.S: House of Representatives, expended

between Jan. 1 and Dee. 81, 1961

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country currencey U.8. dollar U.B. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar
Fi equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forefgn | equivalent
eurrency | or U.8, |currency| orU.8, |currency| or U.8. |eurrency| or U.8, |eurrency| or U.S.
currency currency qurreney currency currency
H. Allen Smith:
Dy k Kroner. 200 20.23 165 24.00 173 25.00 62 8.98 OO 87.21
Bwitzerland Franes.......... 368 B3. 50 862 200, 78 160 86, 25 120 27. 50 1, 500 345,03
ltnl") Lire_. .. 42,265 67.96 | 122 T35 197, 50 20, 000 82,40 16, 000 24.20 | 200,000 322.06
0 —eeado = 62, 049 99.92 62, 049 99,92
Total 180.69 | oo 422,28 9857 | 60. 68 857.22
Nore.—Additional report will be filed when additional information received from Department of State,
RECAPITULATION
Amount
a1 T T I RS ———— $B5T.22

Forelgn currency (U.8.-dollar equivalent)oooooooooo...

Fes. 26, 1962,

Howarp W. BMrTH,
Chairman, Committee on Rules.

Report of expenditure of foreign currencies and appr?riatcd Sfunds by the Committee on Velerans’ Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives,

expended between Jan. 1 and Dec. 81, 1961
Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country eurrency U.8. dollar 0.8, dollar U.8, dollar VLR, dollar U.S. dollar
Forelgn | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Forelgn | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
currency | or U.8. |eurrency| or U.S. |currency| or U.8 currency | or U.8, |currency| or U.8.
currency currency currency currency currency
Harris B. McDowell:
U Knpdomm ..« e ve e eom e eee e OB 53-0-0 148. 40 68-0-0 190. 40 22-8-0 62.72 | 36-10-0 102.20 | 179-18-0 503. 72
Germany ! Deutsche mark e 3,711.16 934. 80 3, 71116 934. 80
Total 148.40 1640 40 997, 52 102. 20 1, 438. 52
Adin M. Downer:
United Kingd Pound.. ___.__. 25-0-0 70.00 | -76-8-9 214.40 | 10-14-7 30,87 | 22-13-9 62,18 |134-16-11 377. 54
Germany ! D mark 3, 71116 [ e, PSS B e e 7L 934, 80
Total 70. 00 214. 49 965. 67 6218 | X2 1,312.34
Horace R. K ¥:
United om.. Pound. 23-17-3 67.18 | 36-0-0 100. 80 14. 00 6-1-8 16. 50 | 70-18-11 198, 48
Germany ! Deutsche mark Hoe= 3,711 16 80 8,711 16 B34, 80
12,0 e S s Sy | (SRR D ] | 67. 18 10080 | oo BB |-craee j L g SN 1,133.28
Jean Johnson:
United Kingd Pound. . 25-19-6 72.72 | 43-158 122. 58 8.40 6-5-0 17. 50 79-0-0 221. 20
Germany ! Deutsche mark 3,711.16 034. 80 3,711.16 034. 80
Total.... T e WIS ST e 3 N by 043, 20 17.50 1, 156. 00
W.0. Cooper: France.......____.___.. New franc....... 470. 40 96. 00 | 1,852, 20 378.00 | 1,274, 00 260, 00 | 2,403, 40 490. 48 | 6, 000. 00 1,224.48
Total £ 454.30 | oo 1, 006. 27 4,115. 19 688, 80 6, 264. 62
1 Currency expended for p of tr tation only.
RECAPITULATION Amount
RGO ey (U B I O I ) e i e e e e S e o i e i i i i B m $6, 204. 62

Fes. 15, 1962.

OLN E. TEAGUE,
Chairman, Committee on Velerans’ Affairs.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1788, A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, transmitting a draft of
a proposed bill entitled “A bill to provide for
the relief of certain oil and gas lessees under
the Mineral Leasing Act”; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

1789. A letter from the Chairman, U.S.
TariT Commission, transmitting the 13th
annual report of the U.S. Tariff Commission
on the operation of the trade agreements
program, pursuant to section 350(e)(2) of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

CVIII—239

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Unde: clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 558. Resolution for considera-
tion of 5. 167, an act to authorize the At-
torney General to compel the production of
documentary evidence required in civil in-
vestigations for the enforcement of the anti-
trust laws, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1411)., Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 5569. Resolution for considera-
tion of HR. 10079, a bill to amend section
104 of the Immigration and Nationality Act,

and for other s; without amendment
(Rept. No, 1412). Referred to the House
Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLS:

H.R. 10606. A bill to extend and improve
the public assistance and child welfare serv-
ices programs of the Soclal Security Act, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 10607. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 and certain related laws to provide
for the restatement of the tariff classifica-
tion pmvlalons, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin:

H.R. 10808. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for addi-
tional depreciation deductions and to elim-
inate certain inequities in the valuation of
inventories; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BAILEY:

HR.10609. A bill to amend the law re-
lating to pay for postal employees; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.10610. A bill to adjust the rates of
basic compensation of certain officers and
employees of the Federal Government, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BETTS:

H.R.10611. A bill to permit certain em-
ployees of a State or political subdivision
thereof to elect coverage under the Fed-
eral old-age, survivors insurance system, as
self-employed Individuals; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 10612, A bill to amend the provisions
of section 1001(f) of the National Defense
Education Act of 19568 which require the
filing of certain statements; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. DAWSON:

H.R. 10613. A bill to eliminate the require-
ments for certain detalled estimates in the
annual budgets; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H.R.10614. A bill to make available to
individuals suffering speech and hearing im-
palrments the trained speech and hearing
speclalists (varlously called speech patholo-
glsts, audiologists, speech and hearing
cliniclans, speech correctionists, etc.) needed
to help them overcome their handicaps; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 10615. A bill to extend and strengthen
the Federal alr pollution control program;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. 10616. A bill to protect the right to
vote in Federal elections free from arbitrary
discrimination by literacy tests or other
means; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRIS:

H.R. 10617. A bill providing that the U.S.
district courts shall have jurisdiction of cer-
tain cases involving pollution of interstate
river systems, and providing for the venue
thereof; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MILLS:

HR. 10618. A hill granting the consent of
Congress to the Southern Interstate Nuclear
Compact, and for related purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

HR.10619. A bill to amend chapter 2 of
title 23, United States Code, to provide for
the system of forest development roads and
trails needed for the utilization and protec-
tion of lands administered by the Forest

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.
By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R. 10620. A bill to amend subsection (c)
of section 218 of the International Revenue
Code of 1964 to modify the maximum limi-
tations on the amount allowable as a de-
duction for medical, dental, etc., expenses;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R.10621. A bill to amend title III of the
Public Health Service Act to authorize grants
for family clinics for domestic agricultural
migratory workers, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. 10622. A bill to provide that tips re-
celved by an employee in the course of his
employment shall be included as part of his
wages for old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R.10623. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 by adding thereto a
new section imposing a tax in respect of
tips and gratuities whenever election is made
to have them included in the basis for bene-
fits under the insurance system established
by title II of the Social Security Act; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KING of New York:

H.R.10624. A bill to provide that until
the national debt is retired, not less than
10 percent of the net budget receipts of the
United States for each fiscal year shall be
utilized solely for reduction of the national
debt; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

By Mr, McVEY:

H.R.10625. A bill to stabilize the mining
of lead and zinc in the United States; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H.R.10626. A bill to amend certain pro-
visions of the Antidumping Act, 1921, to
provide for greater certainty, speed, and ef-
ficlency in the enforcement thereof, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. WILSON of California:

H.R.10627. A bill to provide for two naval
homes for treatment in the field of geriat-
rics, one to be located on the east coast and
one on the west coast; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland:

H.R. 10628. A bill to amend the Peace Corps

Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. KOWALSKI:

H.R. 10629. A bill to establish a Communi-
cations Satellite Authority to provide for the
development of a global communication sys-
tem, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, SAYLOR:

H.R. 10630. A bill to provide for the appli-
cation of power revenues from reclamation
projects to the reduction of the public debt;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

March 8

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.R. 10631. A bill for the relief of Dimitrios
Dimakopoulos; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 10632. A bill for the relief of Vlasios
G. Dimakopoulos; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

By Mr. BRAY:

H.R.10633. A bill for the relief of Muil
Chuck Hoo, also known as Chang Pon Lon;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.10634. A bill for the relief of Mui
Ewok EKwong, also known as Fong Yat
Chotg; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 10635. A bill for the relief of Mul Yin
Lam, also known as Ching Een Yin; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R. 10636. A bill for the relief of Elio Vec-
chiarelli; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MONAGAN:

H.R. 10637. A bill for the relief of Carmela
Calabrese DiVito; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MORRISON:

HR.10638. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Esther Aboud and her children, Samuel, Elia-
hou, and Rahamin Aboud; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PUCINSKI:

H.R.10639. A bill for the relief of Estela
Castro Dionisio; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBISON:

H.R. 10640. A bill for the relief of Our Lady
of Lourdes Memorial Hospital, Binghamton,
N.Y,; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ST. GERMAIN:

H.R.10641. A bill for the relief of Chan
Wing Cheung (also known as Bill Woo); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SAUND:

H.R.10642. A bill for the relief of Tze Yao

Chung; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WALTER:

H.R.10643. A bill for the relief of Gail
Hohlweg Atabay and her daughter; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WRIGHT:

H.R.10644. A bill for the relief of Alex-
ander Kleinlerer; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

247. Mr. McDOWELL presented a petition
of the mayor and council of Wilmington,
Del., endorsing approval of the President's
request for an appropriation for the opera-
tion of the Peace Corps, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

Educational Television

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF
HON. CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE
OF MAINE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, March 8, 1962
Mr. McINTIRE, Mr. Speaker, on
March 7 the House of Representatives

passed HR. 132, a bill designed to set
up a program of Federal matching grants

for the construction of television facili-
ties to be used for educational purposes.

Although commitments in Maine
prompted me to be absent when a vote
was taken on this legislation, I would like
to state for the record that were I pres-
gl;llll‘. I would have voted in favor of this

During the last session of Congress, I
introduced legislation—HR. 2910—
which had the same intent as H.R. 132,
my bill differing from H.R. 132 only in
the means by which the desired end was
to be attained.

KS

The instant legislation makes provi-
sion for $25 million in Federal grants,
with no State to receive more than $1
million and each State matching the
Federal extension on a 50-50 basis. My
bill provided $1 million for each of the
States and was minus any provision for
State matching.

The Senate last year passed legislation
providing assistance to the States in the
construction of television facilities, this
legislation differing in some respects
from the bill recently n»assed by the
House. I feel confident that, in due
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